Study of Current Practices and Teachers' Attitudes Regarding Staff Development Programs as Mandated by House Bill 1706 for the State of Oklahoma by Hall, Horace Don
A STUDY OF CURRENT PRACTICES AND TEACHERS' 
ATTITUDES REGARDING STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS AS MANDATED BY HOUSE 
BILL 1706 FOR THE STATE 
OF OKLAHOMA 
By 
HORACE DON HALL 
Bachelor of Science in Education 
Northeastern Oklahoma State University 
Tahlequah, Oklahoma 
1961 
Master of Teaching 
Northeastern Oklahoma State University 
Tahlequah, Oklahoma 
1964 
Specialist in Education 
Emporia State University 
Emporia, Kansas 
1969 
Submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate College 
of the Oklahoma State University 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the Degree of 
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 
May, 1983 
-rk~si.S. 
lq 831> fJ 17(,~ 
~t:~ 
A STUDY OF CURRENT PRACTICES AND TEACHERS' 
ATTITUDES REGARDING STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS AS MANDATED BY HOUSE 
BILL 1706 FOR THE STATE 
OF OKLAHOMA 
Thesis Approved: 
ii 
1168757 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
I wish to express sincere gratitude to all persons who had a part 
in making this dissertation possible, including the respondents, who 
gave of their time to complete and return the questionnaire. 
My sincere appreciation to the following people who contributed 
greatly to the completion of this study: Or. Kenneth St. Clair, 
chairman of my advisory committee, for his tireless and most valuable 
time spent in guiding and encouraging me through the program; Or. Ken 
Stern, Dr. Deke Johnson, and Dr. William Segall, members of the commit-
tee, for advice and interest in this work; Or. Clarence Oliver, Jr., 
Superintendent, and Or. Blaine Smith, Assistant Superintendent, for 
permitting my graduate work to have greatest priority in my responsi-
bilities to them; Or. Carla Thompson, for her assistance in the sta-
tistical analysis of data; Mrs. Ann Harris, my secretary, for her 
secretarial skills and tireless assistance; Mrs. Judy Gourd, for her 
assistance in editing and proofreading; Mrs. Sharon Phillips, for her 
expertise in polishing up and typing the final copy; and to my profes-
sional associates who gave words of encouragement along the way. 
Finally, special gratitude is expressed to members of my family 
and special friends for their understanding, sacrifices, and encour-
agement throughout the years. Without the help of my wife, Verna, and 
sons Marty and Donny, who unselfishly gave encouragement, patience, 
love, and prayers in this effort, the fulfillment of this graduate 
program would never have come about. 
i i i 
Chapter 
I. 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
INTRODUCTION. 
Need for the Study . . . 
Statement of the Problem 
Research Questions •••. 
Significance of the Study •. 
Limitations of the Study . 
Assumptions. . . • . . •••. 
Definition of Terms ..... . 
Summary •.•..•• 
Page 
1 
5 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
9 
11 
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE. . 12 
Introduction • . . . . • • • . • • • . 12 
Criteria Administrators Use in Planning Staff 
Development Programs • . . • • . • • . . • . • 14 
Approaches to Providing Staff Development Pro-
grams for Educators. . . . . • • • . . • • • • 17 
Teachers• Attitudes Regarding Staff Development 
Efforts. • . • . . . . . . 20 
Summary. . • • • • 22 
III. METHOD AND PROCEDURE •. 
Introduction •.......•. 
Population ••. 
Sample ..... 
Method of Selection of Schools and Teachers •. 
Instrumentation •.... 
Data Collection ..•••....•..•.• 
Analysis of Data .••..••••...••.••. 
Demographic Information .....•.. 
Analysis of Data for Research Questions One 
to Eight .•....•......•. 
Analysis of Data for Research Question Nine •. 
IV. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction . . . . • • . . . . • . . •... 
Description of Subjects •..........•• 
Comparison of School District Size and En-
ro 11 ment. . . . . . . . . . . 
Personal Information on Respondents 
Educational Background ..•.... 
iv 
24 
24 
24 
25 
26 
27 
31 
32 
33 
35 
35 
37 
37 
38 
39 
40 
42 
Chapter 
Involvement With Staff Development .. 
Analysis and Results of Research Questions ..... 
Question One. . . . . • . 
Question Two. . . . • . . 
Question Three. • . ... 
Question Four .• 
Question Five . 
Question Six •.• 
Question Seven. 
Question Eight .. 
Question Nine . 
V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS •. 
Introduction . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • 
Review, Conclusions, and Recommendations for Further 
Research Relative to the Nine Research Questions • 
Question One •. 
Question Two. . 
Question Three. 
Question Four . 
Question Five . 
Question Six .• 
Question Seven. 
Question Eight. 
Question Nine 
Summary. 
BIBLIOGRAPHY . 
APPENDIXES •. 
APPENDIX A - CORRESPONDENCE 
APPENDIX B - INSTRUMENT .• 
APPENDIX C - DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS PER ATTITUDE AND 
Page 
45 
49 
50 
54 
57 
59 
62 
64 
66 
69 
70 
77 
77 
78 
78 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
90 
94 
98 
99 
105 
CURRENT PRACTICES INSTRUMENT • • . • • • 110 
v 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 
I. District Size Based on Number of Certificated 
Teachers . • . . . • • • . . • . . . . . . . 39 
II. Distribution of Respondents by Size of School Enroll-
ment • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 40 
III. Distribution of Respondents by Age • 41 
IV. Distribution of Respondents by Sex . 41 
V. Distribution of Respondents by Highest Degree Held 42 
VI. Distribution of Respondents by Year Last Degree Was 
Obtained . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . • 43 
VII. Distribution of Respondents by Experience (Including 
Current Year). . . • . . . . . . • . 44 
VIII. Distribution of Respondents by Present Grade Level 
Taught . . . • . • . • . • . 45 
IX. Distribution of Respondents by Class Size. . . 46 
X. Distribution of Respondents by School District Partici-
pation in Staff Development Cooperative. . . 47 
XI. Distribution of Participants by Role in Local Staff 
Development Committees • • . . . . . . . . . • . • 47 
XII. Distribution of Respondents by Number of Staff Develop-
ment Points Earned Within the School Year 1981-82. 48 
XIII. Distribution of Respondents by Whether or Not They 
Presented a Staff Development Program During the 
School Year 1981-82. • • • . . . . • . . • . . • 49 
XIV. Percentage Distribution of Responses to Teachers• Atti-
tudes in Regard to State Department of Education 
Regulations for Staff Development. . . . . . 52 
XV. Percentage Distribution of Responses to School Dis-
tricts• Current Practices in Regard to State De-
partment of Education Regulations for Staff 
Development. . . . . • . . . . . . . . . 53 
vi 
Table 
XVI. Percentage Distribution of Responses to Teachers• Atti-
tudes in Regard to Teachers Earning Staff Development 
Page 
Points . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 
XVII. Percentage Distribution of Responses to School Dis-
tricts• Current Practices in Regard to Teachers 
Earning Staff Development Points • • . . • • . . . 56 
XVIII. Percentage Distribution of Responses to Teachers• At-
titudes in Regard to Teachers Receiving Monetary 
Compensation for Participation in Staff Development 
Activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58 
XIX. Percentage Distribution of Responses to School Dis-
tricts• Current Practices in Regard to Teachers 
Receiving Monetary Compensation for Participation 
in Staff Development Activities. . . . . . • • • . 58 
XX. Percentage Distribution of Responses to Teachers• At-
titudes in Regard to Individualization and Flexibility 
of Staff Development Programs. • • . . . . • . . . . . 60 
XXI. Percentage Distribution of Responses to School Districts• 
Current Practices in Regard to Individualization and 
Flexibility of Staff Development Programs. • • • • • . 61 
XXII. Percentage Distribution of Responses to Teachers• Atti-
tudes in Regard to New Teacher Orientation • • • • 63 
XXIII. Percentage Distribution of Responses to School Dis-
tricts• Current Practices in Regard to New Teacher 
Or i en tat i on • • • . . . . . . . • • . • • • • . . . 63 
XXIV. Percentage Distribution of Responses to Teachers• Atti-
tudes in Regard to Relevancy of Staff Development 
Programs . • • • . . . . . . . . • • . • • • . . . . . 65 
XXV. Percentage Distribution of Responses to School Dis-
tricts• Current Practices in Regard to Scheduling of 
Staff Development Activities, Attendance, and In-
volvement of Staff • • . • • • . . • . . • • • • . • • 67 
XXVI. Percentage Distribution of Responses to Teachers• Atti-
tudes in Regard to Scheduling of Staff Development 
Activities, Attendance, and Involvement of Staff . . . 68 
XXVII. Percentage Distribution of Responses to School Dis-
tricts• Current Practices in Regard to Staff Devel-
opment for Administrators. • . • . . • . . . • • . • • 69 
vii 
Table 
XXVIII. Responses to Questionnaire Items Relating To Attitudes 
Regarding Staff Development, Prioritized According 
Page 
to Mean for Teachers and Chairpersons. . . . . . . . . 71 
viii 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The effort to upgrade the knowledge and skill of teachers has 
been a continuous, if somewhat uneven, one since the 1850s. In some 
school districts, the program of "staff development" was sophisti-
cated, methodical, and honed to a sharp edge of analysis, reaction, 
and results. In others, teachers were left to their own resources for 
the classes and other instruction vital to their self-improvement. 
Tyler (1971) noted that the need for staff development became 
recognized about 120 years ago, at the time that thousands of ill-
prepared teachers were employed to fulfill the nation•s commitment to 
universal elementary education. Moffitt (1963) pointed out that new 
social and economic forces in the early years of this century helped 
bring about some changes in teacher preparaton, but in-service train-
ing was still rarely adequate. Rubin (1978) pointed out that the 
realization of the inadequacies of many teachers and the devastating 
effect on education eventually brought about the requirement of a 
college degree to teach school. 
Even that requirement, though it may seem very basic to teachers 
of today, has proven insufficient to insure that practicing teachers 
maintain knowledge already gained, add to that knowledge, and become 
aware of new techniques and practices. 
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Harris and Bessent (1969, p. 15) indicated that hardly anything 
can bring a groan from a teacher as quickly as the phrase "another in-
service session." One of the major reasons for this attitude has been 
a lackadaisical method of supplying staff development activities. 
Speakers were not dynamic, and did not relate to what teachers and 
other instructional staff members wanted and needed to know. Teachers 
generally felt "trapped" because in-service was not an option, but a 
requirement. And, in many school districts, a keynote speaker in an 
assembly for all teachers before classes began for the year generally 
supplied all of the staff development for that school year. It can be 
understood, then, that in-service might be less than welcome to staff 
members who were more concerned about getting ready for the students 
than about improving their own knowledge. 
Times began to change· all things related to education, and, in 
regard to staff development, the times sometimes change because laws 
change. That is very true in the state of Oklahoma, where some school 
districts required periodic upgrading of qualifications and others 
have provided in-service after school on weekdays and with pre- and 
post-school year activities. 
Across Oklahoma many exciting programs of staff development are 
being developed and implemented. The fact that these programs are 
being developed during a period of scarce economic resources, a time 
in which many staff development programs in school systems across the 
nation are being severely curtailed or eliminated altogether, is 
directly attributable to a legislatively mandated program for staff 
development. Citizens concerned about providing opportunities and 
funds for school personnel to improve their professional competencies 
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helped to bring about the legislative requirement and resulting staff 
development programs being initiated in school systems across the 
state. 
In 1980, the Oklahoma legislature enacted the broad-based House 
Bill 1706. This bill contained as two of its purposes, providing for 
allocation of funds for in-service teacher training programs and 
providing for teacher improvement programs. SECTION 3 of House Bill 
1706 states: 
Each school district shall receive an appropriate 
amount of funds for the exclusive purpose of in-service 
teacher education staff development. Such funds shall 
be used for in-service teacher education and staff 
development during the school year 1980-81. These 
funds shall be expended for in-service programs and 
planning staff development programs within guidelines 
adopted by the State Board of Education. All funds 
provided local districts after the school year 1980-81, 
shall be provided by and subject to the approval of 
plans submitted to the State Board of Education by each 
local district no later than July 1, 1981. Such plan 
shall conform to planning and implementation guidelines 
outlined by the Professional Standards Board and as 
approved and adopted by the State Board of Education, 
including provisions for the development of staff de-
velopment guidelines in each local district as estab-
lished by local district committees, as defined in this 
act, and approved by each local district. Beginning 
with the school year 1981-82, the revised plans of each 
school district for the succeeding year shall be sub-
mitted by May 1st of each year (Oklahoma Session Laws, 
1980, p. 5). 
Another portion of the bill which provided for teacher improve-
ment programs is SECTION 11, which states: 
Prior to July 1, 1981, the local boards of this 
state shall establish staff development programs for 
the certified and licensed teachers and administrators 
employed by said board. Such programs shall be adopted 
by each local school board based upon recommendations 
of a staff development committee appointed by the 
school board for said district. Such staff development 
committee shall include classroom teachers, administra-
tors and parents of the local school district and shall 
consult with higher education instructors. The teacher 
members shall be selected from a list of names submit-
ted by the bargaining agent where one exists. In the 
absence of a bargaining agent, the teachers will elect 
a list of names to be submitted to the local board of 
education. The programs adopted may include, but not 
be limited to: 
1. In-service training programs; and/or 
2. Higher education courses. 
Such programs shall be submitted for approval to the 
Board. No local school shall receive state funds for 
staff development until such time as said local board's 
program has been approved by the Board. 
Beginning with the school year 1981-82, the 
revised plans of each local school board shall be 
submitted by May lst of each year. 
Any licensed and certified teacher in this state 
shall be required by the local school board to meet the 
staff development requirements established by said 
local school board, or established through the negotia-
tion process. Failure of any teacher to meet local 
school board staff development requirements may be 
grounds for nonrenewal of such teacher's contract by 
the local school board. Such failure may also be 
grounds for nonconsideration of salary increments af-
fecting said teacher (Oklahoma Session Laws, 1980, 
p. 13). 
Simpie enough is the act of providing staff development activi-
ties, but it is more complicated to present those activities in an 
organized, meaningful manner, recognizing needs of teachers and ad-
ministrators, and helping meet those needs. 
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After a year of experiencing the effects of staff development 
programs which were developed because of this legislative mandate, it 
was felt that there was a basic need for more research to determine 
current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding staff development 
programs. The attitudes of teachers toward any program of this magni-
tude should be a matter of great concern to those who are responsible 
for the planning, funding, and implementation of staff development in 
Oklahoma schools. Whether school districts actually implemented the 
programs as mandated by the legislature was a concern. 
Need for the Study 
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The planning for and implementation of an organized staff devel-
opment program requires that many facets be considered. Just as each 
individual is different, so then will the needs of different school 
systems• staffs be diverse. 
Staff development experts indicated that involvement of staff 
members, in research, presentation, and evaluation, is a key to suc-
cessful programs. House Bill 1706 provided for an ongoing program of 
staff development, but specifics of the implementation of regulations 
·and the law were left to individual school districts~ If the intent 
of the legislation was fully carried out, teachers in Oklahoma would 
have been better pr.epared to teach youngsters, more aware of methods 
in several different areas, and more mature as educators and as per-
sons. The key word, then, is 11 intent... How are school districts in 
the state of Oklahoma meeting the requirements of the staff develop-
ment legislation? What are current practices and teachers• attitudes 
regarding staff development? Research is imperative to determine the 
answers to these questions. 
Statement of the Problem 
The state of Oklahoma does not have a data base describing cur-
rent practices and teachers• attitudes regarding staff development 
programs. Since the implementation of House Bill 1706, a data base is 
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needed in order to effectively revise and improve the statewide staff 
development effort. 
The purpose of this descriptive study was to establish a data 
base by ascertaining current practices and teachers• attitudes toward 
staff development programs now in use throughout the state. With this 
in-mind, the following research questions were postulated. 
Research Questions 
Question One -What are the current practices and teachers• 
attitudes regarding State Department of Education Regulations for 
staff development? 
Question Two- What are the current practices and teachers• 
attitudes regarding earning of staff development points? 
Question Three -What are the current practices and teachers• 
attitudes regarding receiving monetary compensation for participation 
in staff development activities? 
Question Four -What are the current practices and teachers• 
attitudes regarding individualization and flexibility of staff devel-
opment programs? 
Question Five- What are the current practices and teachers• 
attitudes regarding new teacher orientation? 
Question Six - What are the current practices and teachers • 
attitudes regarding relevancy of staff development programs? 
Question Seven -What are the current practices and teachers• 
attitudes regarding scheduling of staff development activities, attend-
ance, and involvement of staff? 
Question Eight - What are current practices regarding staff 
development for administrators? 
Question Nine - What do teachers and chairpersons view as 
priority items with regard to staff development? 
Significance of the Study 
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The results of this research presented a profile of current 
practices and teachers• attitudes regarding staff development during 
the first year of implementation after the enactment of House Bill 
1706 which mandated staff development programs for the State of Okla-
homa. From this profile, the person in charge of staff development 
planning for individual school districts or State Department of Educa-
tion personnel, responsible for revising regulations for staff devel-
opment, should be able to draw certain inferences pertinent to the 
design of staff development activities. For example, if one of the 
objectives of staff development is to upgrade the teachers• classroom 
performance, then the staff development activities offered should 
appear relevant to the recognized needs of the teachers. 
Those responsible for planning staff development activities might 
find it significant to know what priority teachers give to different 
activities pertaining to staff development. State Department of Edu-
cation personnel may find that the answer to the statements contained 
within this study will further their knowledge concerning the applica-
bility of regulations. The results may be pertinent to consideration 
of the need for revision or elimination of some requirements within 
the regulations. A general knowledge of the attitude of participants 
in staff development activities in Oklahoma will allow a base for 
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comparing the acceptance of the program of this state with other 
states where descriptive studies have been done. The information may 
also be used as supporting evidence to help justify to the state 
legislature the expenditures of funds in an area which has heretofore 
been foreign to them. 
For the administrator who is constantly challenged to provide 
worthwhile in-service activities for teachers, the findings may be 
significant for developing and maintaining a quality program. The 
relationship between the success of the teacher in the classroom and 
participation in staff development activities which relate directly to 
problems encountered in the classroom may determine the effectiveness 
and quality of the program. 
The Oklahoma State Department of Education may find the results 
significant in regard to current practices. Stricter enforcement of 
regulations may be deemed necessary as a result of the findings of 
this study. 
Finally, it is hoped that this descriptive study will establish 
some variables from which far-reaching and more profitable research 
and knowledge of the field of staff development may emerge. 
Limitations of the Study 
Certain limitations inherent in the study were: 
1. The use of a questionnaire as the source of data collection. 
This is a limitation for the following reasons: The selected staff 
development research findings and Oklahoma staff development regula-
tions from which the questionnaire was developed constituted a repre-
sentative sample of source materials. The validity of responses 
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depended upon the willingness of respondents to cooperate, their 
honesty in answering, and the motivating interest of the respondents. 
2. The lack of direct involvement in the selection of partici-
pants and distribution of instruments. 
3. The findings of the study being limited to the number of 
questionnaires returned by the subjects. 
4. The study being limited to selected public school districts 
in Oklahoma. 
5. The instruments for data gathering being distributed to five 
subjects within each of the school districts in the population without 
regard to size of district or location within the state. 
Assumptions-
When a descriptive study of this type is undertaken, there are 
certain assumptions that must be made. The most important assumption 
to this study appears to be that all teachers in the state of Oklahoma 
were participating in staff development programs as mandated by House 
Bill 1706. Other assumptions pertinent to the study were: 
1. Persons responding to the survey questionnaire were repre-
sentative of the teacher population of Oklahoma. 
2. Teachers were involved in developing of purposes and evaluat-
ing staff development programs. 
3. There was diversity in current staff development practices 
among school districts in Oklahoma. 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions were utilized to clarify terms used 
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throughout the study: 
Staff Development, In-Service Education: For the purpose of this 
study, these two terms are used interchangeably to mean the same: 
11 Systematic efforts designed to help teachers and administrators to 
improve their ability to function personally and professionally .. (Har-
ris and Bessent, 1969, p. 2). 
Staff Development Committee: According to State Department of 
Education regulations, the Staff Development Committee is defined as a 
committee appointed by the local board of education to: (1) review 
guidelines for the staff development plan and make recommendations to 
the local board of education, (2) annually review the needs assessment 
data and make recommendations to the local board of education, (3) 
identify staff development resources and activities, (4) develop and 
recommend to the local board of education a staff development point 
system, (5) plan and write the local staff development plan to be 
submitted to the local board of education, and (6) make recommenda-
tions to the local board of education regarding the evaluation of the 
staff development program. The membership of the committee includes 
teachers, administrators, and parents of the local school district, 
with a majority of the membership being classroom teachers. 
Staff Development Committee Chairperson: A person elected by the 
full committee to head the local staff development committee. 
House Bill 1706: An omnibus education bill passed by the 37th 
Legislature (1979-80) of the State of Oklahoma. Contained within the 
bill were the funding and requirements for implementing the staff 
development programs in each school district in the state. 
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Summary 
Staff development has long been recognized as a vital part of the 
educational process for the classroom teacher. Some indications are 
that the 1980s will be the decade of staff development, just as the 
1960s and 1970s were the decades of curriculum development. Oklahoma 
has taken a giant step forward in mandating and funding staff develop-
ment programs in all school districts in Oklahoma. 
The purpose of this study was to establish a data base by ascer-
taining current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding staff 
development programs now is use throughout the state. 
A sample of certificated staff members of school districts which 
were members of the Oklahoma Public School Research Council was sur-
veyed by use of a mailed questionnaire. The research involved the 
computation and analysis of data secured from this population. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Staff development has become an area of great concern for educa-
tors, especially in the last decade. For example, House Bill 1706, 
enacted in 1980 by the Oklahoma State Legislature, placed special 
emphasis on staff development for educators of Oklahoma. The bill 
contained requirements that each school district plan and implement 
staff development programs within guidelines adopted by the State 
Board of Education. This study was concerned with current practices 
and teachers• attitudes regarding staff development programs in Oklahoma 
which have been implemented or revised as a result of that legislative 
mandate. 
The efforts to provide a statewide, continuous program of quality 
staff development for educators is a somewhat new venture in the state 
of Oklahoma. As previously stated, the teacher in-service program has 
been conducted in a number of school districts for many years, but 
other school districts have not offered in-service sessions as a 
necessary part of teacher development. 
Most who have published meaningful work on the subject of staff 
development have had some sort of direct involvement in a project or 
in efforts to organize a staff development program. 
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Raymond E. Hendee (1976), superintendent of an elementary school 
district in Illinois, wrote: 
Staff development is the sum of all planned activities 
designed for the purpose of improving, expanding, and 
renewing the skills, knowledge and abilities of partic-
ipants. This includes institutes, workshops, seminars, 
special purpose meetings in and out of school, as well 
as in and out of education (p. 163). 
Brimm and Tollett (1974) noted: 
The professional preparation of teachers is a contin-
uing process, and self-renewal must occur if teachers 
are to stay in tune with the changing needs of their 
students. Effective in-service programs should be of 
assistance in helping the teacher to meet those ever-
changing needs (pp. 521-522). 
Rubin (1978, p. 7) stated, "A good teacher is rarely made or 
born. However, a combination of inborn qualities and good preparation 
can make a good teacher." Inherent in the whole notion of in-service 
education is the belief that all professional people can grow and 
develop; that they become professional adults and then do not, or 
should not, stand still (Harris, 1966). Three reasons for increased 
emphasis on staff development cited by Dillon (1976) were: 
(a) the declining birth rate and resultant decline in 
teacher turnover. 
(b) public dissatisfaction with the general achieve-
ment of many students. 
(c) general societal pressures that impinge on the 
schools (p. 165). 
Moffitt (1966) wrote that the growing insistence for more effec-
tive teaching has paralleled the increasing complexity of our changing 
society. Howey (1976) indicated that the very real political and 
economic motivations exist to place in-service education front and 
center, before the public. 11 The greatly reduced number of preservice 
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students," Howey continued, 11 Who ~re in teacher education •.. have 
forced higher education personnel personnel to refocus their priority 
on in-service education" (p. 101). 
Contained in the literature are articles relating specifically to 
the various approaches taken by school districts in other states to 
provide effective activities for teacher in-service education. Some 
research studies also have been conducted to determine teachers~ 
attitudes regarding these programs. A brief overview of literature 
relating to criteria administrators use in planning and implementing 
staff development programs is presented. Also examined is selected 
approaches to providing staff development for educators. This chapter 
concludes with a brief summary of literature relating to teachers 1 
attitudes regarding staff development efforts which have been 
implemented to help them improve their job. 
Criteria Administrators Use in Planning 
Staff Development Programs 
"What criteria should guide in-service education at the lower 
level? 11 (Edelfelt, 1977, p. 10). This question is heard across the 
country these days from teachers, administrators, school board mem-
bers, college professors, and others. 
Criteria are more helpful than prescriptions to educators who 
want to design their own staff development program. Criteria do not 
dictate the substance and the essence of programs; they suggest stand-
ards and characteristics. They also set forth principles for deci-
sions about conditions and circumstances of planning and operation 
(Edelfelt, 1977). 
In past years, the major reason for the selection of a staff 
development program centered on which speaker was available on in-
service day, or how much money was left over in the budget after 
salaries. The approach of today is very different, in that teachers 
are asked what they want in staff development, and the instructional 
·and personal needs are taken into consideration by officials who are 
forming the program. 
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To provide adequately for the needs of instructional staff mem-
bers, a program must be responsive. Arends, Hersh, and Turner (1978, 
p. 196) wrote that, "defining the needs of teachers and administrators 
requires a decision about what is good." Schiffer (1978) reminded us 
that most staff development efforts in the past have been biased 
toward fulfilling the goals of the organization, and now must take 
into consideration the need to make. attitudinal changes as well. She 
also stated that programs must not be based on unrealistic assumptions 
about authority prerogatives. 
Tyler (cited in Rubin, 1978) stated: 
The view of the educational needs of a professional 
indicates that the initial step in establishing objec-
tives is to select a small number of elements in each 
kind of inner resource. These elements, he says, 
should have wide applicability and serve as a guide 
for the beginning professional in his or her tasks 
(p. 138). 
Cronin (cited in Rubin, 1978) pointed out that doctors, lawyers, 
and engineers attend annual seminars in their fields. "Teachers, 
however, are rewarded for advanced study even in fields other than 
those they teach" (p. 178). He continued by stating that, "short, 
concentrated workshops on matters related to the field taught would be 
far more effective than a one-day institute" (p. 178). 
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Jackson (cited in Rubin, 1971) saw the central goals of in-
service education training from a growth perspective; that is, to help 
the teacher become progressively more sensitive to what is happening 
in his classroom and to support his efforts to make improvements on 
what he is doing. Mangieri and McWilliams (1976, p. 110) stated, 11 the 
success of any in-service program depends upon the commitment of the 
district•s staff to the goals and objectives of the program... They 
emphasize that virtually every in-service program is based upon some 
type of needs assessment. Traditionally, needs assessment techniques 
have taken one of two forms: 
a. the administrator, responsible for planning the in-
service bases the needs assessment upon personal 
perceptions of staff deficiencies or a combination 
of his or her views and those of other administrators. 
b. a needs assessment survey is sent to every teacher 
once per year, in an attempt to assess the felt 
professional needs of each district teacher (p. 111). 
Results from this needs assessment purportedly are used to determine 
the shape and scope of the district•s in-service program. 
A 11 tri-level approach 11 utilized by the Ohio University Teacher 
Corps project combined needs assessments of teachers, instructional 
leaders, and university personnel to provide a broader picture of 
needs in a staff development program, according to Mangieri and 
McWilliams (1976). The writers further stated: 
To fail to include the teacher in the decision making 
process lacked sense because ••• teachers are in-
volved at the choice point when programs are successful 
in carrying out an objective and keeping their inter-
est; it is not financially feasible to offer a program 
that is not relevant, and to make all of the decisions 
at the administrative level is little more than patron-
izing (p. 111). 
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Ingersoll (1976) noted that there are clear motivational reasons 
for including teachers in the planning stages of training, material 
selection, and development, since that inclusion will be more likely 
to lead to individual interest during actual training. 11 It is als0, 11 
he noted, 11 financially unsound to invest funds in training that has 
little relevance to teacher needs 11 (p. 173). 
Approaches to Providing Staff Development 
Programs for Educators 
Gersten (1979) explained the 11 intervisitation 11 approach to staff 
development which promotes the use of fellow teachers for self-
improvement. Each teacher was assigned his strongest area from which 
a lesson plan was to be developed. When one teacher presented lessons 
to a particular class on one subject, other faculty members who con-
sidered themselves weak in that particular area sat in on the class. 
The Helping Teacher concept was explained by Rauh (1978). The 
concept, utilized widely in some urban/suburban districts for some 
time, is based on the use of a professional staff member who is 
charged with the responsibility of assisting other teachers in a peer-
support role with emphasis on improving their performance in the 
classroom. 11 The role of the helping teacher has been defined, 11 Rauh 
says, 11 as a person who 'helps the teacher help the children' 11 (p. 157). 
To accomplish this, the helping teacher works in a variety of ways. 
She visits the classroom, observing the students and the teacher at 
work; she brings new materials, resources, methods, and ideas to the 
attention of the teachers; she confers with the teacher and helps her 
plan effective ways to improve the educational program; she becomes a 
trusted co-worker and friend to whom the teacher can go with any 
problem. All her efforts are aimed at providing conditions which 
encourage teachers to develop their competency. 
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The interinstitutional model utilized teams of teachers and admin-
istrators who worked with personnel from all levels of education to 
solve a particular problem. Fox and Griffin (1974) stated: 
During the course of 16 four-hour, once-a-week ses-
sions, the teams work on their problems, assisted by 
the staff members from the various universities, the 
state department of education, and the intermediate 
school district. General sessions are designed to 
support team activities and to promote inter-team 
communication. College credit of four semester hours 
is given at the university of the student•s choice 
(p. 545). 
Fox and Griffin further pointed out that participants in the workshop 
have responded to questionnaires, indicating that 90 percent have 
provided examples of improvements in their schools or in themselves 
resulting from involvement in the workshop. 
Yeatts (1976) explained the Campbell County, Virginia, Teachers 
Center, which relies almost entirely on teacher suggestions for plan-
ning activities. Therefore, teachers have the major say in determin-
ing what their in-service program is to be. The Campbell County 
Teachers Center is based on the following beliefs: 
a. Teachers are key agents in effecting fundamental 
changes. 
b. Teachers are unlikely to change simply because 
administrators or outside experts tell them to. 
c. Teachers will take reform most seriously when they 
are, at least partially, responsible for defining 
their own educational problems, delineating their 
own needs, and receiving help on their own terms 
(p. 417). 
The Center is staffed by a director, a secretary, a media teacher, and 
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a resource teacher. The staff works as a team to implement the objec-
tives of the program and each wears many hats as duties overlap. 
Also included in the literature are essays on other models which 
are being or have been conducted. Goodlad (1972) focused on the 
program instituted by the Research Division of the Institute for 
Development of Education Activities. The initial assumption in start-
ing this program was that the individual school is the largest organic 
unit feasible for organizational and educational change. Also assumed 
was that the individual school is not sufficiently strong to overcome 
the prevailing methods. A third assumption was that persons about to 
take risks are more willing to do so when some elements of success 
already are built into the structure. Another assumption was that 
some screening, legitimizing, and communication of ideas, beyond what 
individual schools might do informally, must be built in the new 
social system. 
Bell and Peightel (1976) described a number of ••teacher centers" 
which have become increasingly popular. A teacher center provides 
programs for educational personnel and allows participants to share 
human and materials resources. Champagne (1980) described a program 
in Pennsylvania which focused on instructing the professional teaching 
staff in high interest instructional techniques, which showed a drama-
tic effect in student scores on achievement tests. Larson (1974) 
discussed the program instituted in Portland, Oregon, which sought to 
involve all personnel in the planning and implementing of in-service 
projects which respond to the identified needs of schools and teachers. 
Zenke (1976) discussed mandated staff development programs in the 
state of Florida. He stated: 
It should be readily apparent that the legislatively 
mandated funding program for staff development activi-
ties in Florida is beginning to show some positive 
results in the state•s schools and school systems. 
School-based staff development programs, which have 
been developed in many Florida school systems, are 
consistent with recommendations contained in the Gover-
nor•s Citizens Committee on Education Report, from 
which the legislative mandate for funding staff devel-
opment programs emanated (p. 181). 
Teachers' Attitudes Regarding Staff 
Development Efforts 
With all of the legislative involvement, parental requests and 
administrative direction, where do teachers fit into the broad pic-
ture? And, how do they regard the staff development efforts which 
have been implemented to help them improve at their jobs? The ver-
diet, so to speak, is still out on the staff development programs in 
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Oklahoma. However, other programs which have been utilized across the 
country have brought responses and evaluation from teachers. 
Ainsworth (1976) said teachers in Prince George•s County, Mary-
land, were asked to share their feelings about in-service programs. 
Sixty percent of the 732 participating indicated a greater concern for 
quality in-service presentations than about the possibility of pay or 
credit for their attendance. To determine more closely what 11 quality11 
in-service education meant, 146 teachers were interviewed. The teach-
ers most often mentioned these five qualities: practicality (79.5%); 
support and encouragement (56.2%); systematic program (48.6%); variety 
(45.9%); and teacher-sharing (42.5%). Least frequently mentioned by 
the interviewed teachers were choice and self-direction (Ainsworth, 
1976). 
• 
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Zigarmi, Beta, and Jensen (1977) reported on a research study 
conducted in the state of South Dakota. Their report analyzed the 
responses of teachers to questions dealing with the type and useful-
ness of various kinds of in-service activities. The trio said, 11 in 
order to determine the kinds of in-service education that teachers had 
engaged in, respondents were asked to react to a listing of 21 dif-
ferent types of in-service activities 11 (pp. 546-547). The most used 
type of workshop, the one-day regional workshop, was judged to be the 
least useful by respondents. Workshops and courses at a college or 
university campus were determined moderately useful. The 11 Current 
Trends 11 workshop and the summer workshops at the local school were 
judged to be very useful. 11 Current Trends 11 is a two-week workshop 
held each year at two sites in South Dakota (Zigarmi, Betz, and Jen-
sen, 1977). 
Brimm and Tollett (1974), in evaluating staff development pro-
grams, surveyed teachers who had participated in such programs. The 
study showed that teachers surveyed felt that in-service programs must 
include activities which allow for the different interests of teach-
ers. Better planning and timing were also cited needs. Johnston and 
Yeakey (1977) concluded from a survey of teachers and administrators 
that any effective staff development program should be a collaborative 
effort of teachers and administrators. Wood and Thompson (1980) 
blamed inadequate funds and poor in-service course content for the 
failure of present staff development efforts, and contended that staff 
development must be redesigned if it is to benefit the educational 
system. 
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Summary 
If every staff development program which has been undertaken in 
this nation had produced tangible results, teaching would surely be 
regarded as the profession for professionals who are trained, re-
trained, asked about what they need to learn, provided with instruc-
tors and resource materials in those areas, and then surveyed to 
determine whether the job was accomplished successfully. It is very 
apparent, through review of the literature, that every program is not 
successful, and that a panacea does not exist in staff development. 
To insure that future efforts are more successful and more palat-
able to the instructional leaders who provide learning activities for 
children daily, the past efforts must be used as a learning tool for 
staff development practitioners. Olivero (1979) suggests an approach 
which includes a variety of different factors when designing staff 
development programs. Those factors deal with some attitudes, gather-
ing information, improving human relations and school climate, and 
striving for personal growth and careful planning. 
Ultimately, it must be concluded that the variety and number of 
staff development efforts equal the number of cities which have under-
taken those programs as solutions to the problem of constantly assist-
ing teaching staff members in professional improvement. One point 
appears to be universal. The involvement of persons participating in 
the programs is vital. And, those programs must be practical, conven-
ient, and must reflect what teachers feel that they need. 
This review of re 1 ated 1 i terature presented various approaches 
taken by school districts in other states to provide effective activi-
ties for teacher in-service, several approaches school districts are 
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using to provide staff development for educators, and teachers• atti-
tudes regarding development efforts. This review will assist the 
researcher in determining current practices and teachers• attitudes 
regarding staff development in the state of Oklahoma. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD AND PROCEDURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to establish a data base describing 
current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding staff development 
programs as mandated by House Bill 1706 for the state of Oklahoma. 
This chapter will be devoted to the methodology used and will be di-
vided into the following sections: (1) Population, (2) Sample, 
(3) Instrumentation, (4) Data Collection, and (5) Analysis of Data. 
Population 
The population under examination consisted of certificated staff 
members of school districts which were members of the Oklahoma Public 
School Research Council. The Oklahoma Public School Research Council 
is comprised of school districts interested in the study and research 
of public school administration, as well as the continuous improvement 
of Oklahoma schools. The member districts were identified from a 
membership list supplied by the Executive Secretary of the Oklahoma 
Public School Research Council. Ninety-nine names of member school 
districts and names and addresses of superintendents were obtained. 
The selection of this group was based on several key points. 
First, the group was reasonably representative of districts across 
the state in relation to location and size. Secondly, the group had 
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previously expressed a willingness to participate in research studies 
of interest to public school administration. Further, it was felt the 
topic under study would be worthwhile to this group and, therefore, 
the council members would be more likely to insure that a response be 
given to the survey. It was expected that this action would result in 
a high percentage of respondents. Fourth, it was believed that super-
intendents of the council would more likely support the survey and 
instruct staff development committee chairpersons to follow through 
with the distribution of questionnaires, again resulting in a higher. 
percentage of responses. 
Sample 
Important·to the research effort is the selection of the sample. 
Van Dalen (1966, p. 298) had this to say regarding sampling: II 
no specific rules on how to obtain an adequate sample have been formu-
lated, for each situation presents its own problems. If the phenomena 
under study are homogeneous, a small sample is sufficient ... He goes 
on to state: 
.•. increasing the size of the sample is of little 
value if units are not chosen in a way that ensures 
representativeness of the sample. In general, three 
factors determine the size of an adequate sample: the 
nature of the population, the type of sample design, 
and the degree of precision desired. The researcher 
gives careful consideration to these factors and then 
selects the sampling design that will provide the de-
sired precision at minimum cost (p. 298). 
Bugher (1980) had the following to say regarding sampling: 
The basic idea of sampling is relatively simple: It is 
an attempt to gain information about a given population 
by selecting a sample of persons who, in the aggregate, 
broadly represent that population. 
In most cases, the sample constitutes a relatively 
small fraction of the total population. If a sample is 
carefully chosen--that is, if it is selected according 
to the formal rules of probability sampling--it can be 
remarkably accurate as a representation of the larger 
population (p. 3). 
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To identify a reasonable sample it was determined that two ele-
mentary and two secondary teachers from each district, in addition to 
the staff development committee chairperson, would be useful for this 
study. School district size and geographic location were not consid-
ered; hence, the sample is essentially a fortuitous one. 
Superintendents of all 99 school districts were mailed packets 
which contained a letter describing the study and requested permission 
to conduct the study in their school district. Enclosed with the 
superintendent's letter were two ·items: questionnaires nd introduc-
tory letters designated for the staff development committee chairper-
son and four teachers. The letters explained the study and asked 
their assistance in completing the questionnaires and returning them 
in the stamped, addressed envelopes which were also enclosed. 
When the superintendent approved the study, the packet of rna-
terials was forwarded to the staff development committee chairperson. 
The chairperson was asked to assist in a sampling procedure to select 
schools and teachers from those schools to participate in the study. 
Method of Selection of Schools and Teachers 
Following are the directions used in selecting schools and teach-
ers for the study: 
"If there is more than one elementary school in your district, 
select the second school name from an alphabetized list of schools. 
If there is more than one secondary school (Middle School or 
Junior High School and Senior High School) in your district, select 
the second school name from an alphabetized list of schools. 
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From an alphabetized list of all full-time classroom teachers in 
the elementary school which was selected for the study, choose the 
fourth and eighth name of teachers to complete the questionnaire. 
From an alphabetized list of all full-time classroom teachers in 
the secondary school which was selected for the study, choose the 
fourth and eighth name of teachers to complete the questionnaire. 
When selection of schools and teachers is completed, please 
distribute questionnaires to teachers with instructions to complete 
the questionnaire and return it in the stamped, addressed envelope 
provided ... 
The questionnaires were distributed as follows: one question-
naire to the staff development chairperson, two questionnaires to 
elementary teachers, and two questionnaires to secondary teachers. 
(See Appendix B for an example of the questionnaire.) 
Instrumentation 
Selection of the questionnaire in preference to other survey 
techniques is generally a matter of weighing its strengths and weak-
nesses against the interview approach. Speaking to this concept, 
Mouley (1963) pointed out that one of the major advantages of the 
questionnaire is that it permits a wide coverage with the least outlay 
of money and effort. Another advantage· is that the replies may be 
more objective and accurate. If the respondent is permitted to remain 
anonymous, many times he will answer more candidly and objectively. A 
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third advantage is that the questionnaire permits the respondent to 
consider the responses longer and gives him a chance to check the 
information he gives. It provides a greater uniformity to the manner 
in which the questions are presented to the respondent and should 
insure a more comparable answer. These advantages would increase the 
validity of the data gathered. 
There are three major disadvantages to the questionnaire ap-
proach. The questionnaire does not permit the investigator to note the 
reluctance or evasiveness of the respondent, or to follow through on 
misunderstood questions. There is also the problem of unreturned 
questionnaires, which decreases the size of the sample on which the 
results are based. 
Since the subjects of the population were residing throughout 
Oklahoma, it appeared feasible to use a mail questionnaire for obtain-
ing the necessary data. 
To establish a data base describing current practices and teach-
ers• attitudes regarding staff development, a three-part questionnaire 
was developed. Part one contained questions of demographics; part two 
contained statements pertaining to teachers• attitudes regarding staff 
development; and part three related to current practices in staff 
development. 
All participants were asked to respond to parts one and two. 
Only the staff development committee chairperson was to respond to 
part three. Part two of the questionnaire was developed primarily 
from a review of other questionnaire studies which were designed to 
access teachers• attitudes regarding staff development. Part three was 
designed to ascertain current practices of staff development with 
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regard to adherence to state guidelines and regulations and known 
practices within some school districts. Because of the nature of the 
position of staff development committee chairpersons, they were ac-
tively involved in evaluating current practices, whereas teachers were 
participants but not necessarily decision-making evaluators. 
The questionnaire was revised and refined through recommendations 
from members of the doctoral committee and through recommendations 
obtained from a pilot study. The pilot study was conducted with the 
assistance of a graduate education extension class. The class con-
tained both male and female teachers and administrators who repre-
sented seven different school districts. All persons were asked to 
study, adjust, and critique each item for clarity, possible bias, and 
double meaning. Thirty-nine responses were received and utilized in 
the pilot study to refine the instrument. 
The questionnaire was organized and printed in four page, 8-1/2 x 
11 inch sheets (see Appendix B). The participants were not asked to 
identify themselves unless they wanted to receive a copy of the re-
sults of this study. However, each envelope was numerically coded to 
allow for follow-up coverage of the non-responding school districts. 
The first portion of the instrument was designed to secure demo-
graphic data on participants of the study. Items included were: sex, 
age, highest degree held, year last degree was obtained, present grade 
level taught, year(s) of teaching or administrative experience, 
year(s) of teaching or administrative work at present level, year(s) 
of teaching or administering at present school, school enrollment 
(school building worked in), and class size. Five items related to 
the individual•s and school district•s participation in staff 
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development. These items were: Number of staff development points 
earned within this school year? Does your school district participate 
in a multi-school district staff development cooperative? Are you a 
member of your local staff development committee? Are you chairperson 
or member? and Have you presented a staff development program for 
other educators this year? 
The second section was designed to ascertain teacher attitudes 
regarding staff development. Through a process of consensus, a final 
list of 37 items was utilized. All 37 items related to some aspect of 
staff development. Respondents were asked to circle one of four 
responses which best described their attitude toward that specific 
item. The listed reponses included: 11 strongly agree, 11 11 agree, 11 11 dis-
agree,11 and 11 strongly disagree 11 (see Appendix B). 
The following statements are examples of survey items intended to 
establish attitudes of teachers regarding staff development: 
11 Teachers should be allowed to count staff development points for 
attending meetings sponsored by the State Department of Education 
where points are offered ... 
11A teacher who presents a staff development program to other 
staff members should be paid a stipend ... 
11 Teachers should receive some released time for staff development 
activities ... 
In addition to the attitude items, items were developed regarding 
current practices in staff development. Section three of the question-
naire contained 20 items relating to current practices which were to 
establish how school districts were actually implementing staff devel-
opment programs. Staff Development Committee Chairpersons were asked 
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to respond to the items by circling 11 yes 11 or 11 n0 11 as the item applied 
to current practices within the school district where they were em-
ployed. The following examples of survey items indicate typical 
statements pertaining to current practices: 
11 Staff development points are allowed to count toward advancement 
on our salary schedule. 11 
11 Teachers in our district have been involved in the development 
of purposes, activities, and methods of evaluation for staff develop-
ment programs. 11 
11 0ur district has used professional staff development consultants 
(persons from nationally recognized staff development consulting 
firms) to conduct workshops this year. 11 
The questionnaire was not designed to allow for written comments. 
In the event a respondent failed to mark an item, it was assumed the 
item was not considered or was not applicable. 
Data Collection 
By membership in the Oklahoma Public School Research Council, 
school districts have indicated a willingness to participate in re-
search projects. Therefore, no advance permission from the superin-
tendents was sought to conduct the study. 
Since no unused packets of material were returned, it was assumed 
all superintendents of the 99 member school districts within the 
population received packets. 
The original 99 packets of material, mailed on April 15, 1982, 
included an explanatory letter to the superintendent, committee 
chairperson, and each of four teachers. Also included were five 
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questionnaires, five postage-paid return envelopes addressed to the 
researcher, and a sheet of instructions containing the sampling pro-
cedure to be used by the staff development chairperson in distributing 
questionnaires (see Appendixes A and B). 
Questionnaires for teachers contained only parts one and two. One 
questionnaire, to be completed by the committee chairperson, contained 
parts one, two, and an additional third section. 
On May 15, 1982, follow-up cards were sent to superintendents of 
the 36 remaining districts which had failed to respond to the original 
questionnaire mailing. Additional copies of the materials included in 
the packet were not provided (see Appendix A). 
Analysis of Data 
The data from these questionnaires were coded and punched on data 
cards and scoring was completed by computer, using the Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). 
The data analysis involved the use of descriptive statistical 
tools. Frequency distributions were established for the purpose of 
supplying an actual count and percentage of occurrence for each clas-
sification requested using the SPSS program "Frequencies.'' In addi-
tion, the SPSS program "Condescriptive" was accessed to generate the 
means and standard deviations of items included in the attitude scale. 
The analysis of data procedures focused on three areas of con-
cern: (1) demographic information; (2) the analysis of data for 
research questions one to eight; and (3) the analysis of data for 
research question nine. Procedures used to analyze the data are 
discussed below relative to the three areas outlined. 
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Demographic Information 
Tables were compiled for the review of frequencies involving the 
following classifications or categories of demographic data: 
1. District size based on number of certificated teachers. 
(Information obtained from the Oklahoma Educational Directory, 1981 
edition.) 
2. Size of school enrollment (school building in which you work) 
(item 9). 
3. Age classification of respondents (item 2). 
4. Sex classification of respondents (item 1). 
5. Distribution of respondents by highest degree held (item 3). 
6. Distribution of respondents by year last degree was obtained 
(item 4). 
7. Distribution of respondents by experience (including current 
year) (item 6). 
8. Distribution of respondents by present grade level taught 
(item 5). 
9. Distribution of respondents by class size (item 10). 
10. Yes/no response concerning school district•s participation in 
a staff development cooperative (item 12). 
11. Distribution of respondents by role in local staff develop-
ment committees (item 13). 
12. Distribution of respondents by number of staff development 
points earned within the school year 1981-82 (item 11). 
13. Yes/no response concerning whether respondents had presented 
a staff development program during the school year 1981-82 (item 14). 
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Demographic data were assessed for the purpose of accurately 
describing the sample used in the study and to examine possible attri-
butes of respondents that could be contributing to their perceptions 
of current practices and attitudes. 
Inherent within the design of the instrument were categories by 
which responses could be analyzed. A determination was made to focus 
specific attention toward specified categories which were within the 
design of Part II, pertaining to teachers• attitudes and also present 
in Part III regarding current practice. 
The selection of categories was based, in part, on a review of 
the staff development section of House Bill 1706 and the State Depart-
ment of Education regulations relating to staff development. Inter-
views with members of the doctoral committee also helped to establish 
categories of interest. The latter expressed concern of a need for 
specific information which a study of responses by teachers and chair-
persons could provide. Statements contained in Part II and Part III 
of the questionnaire were grouped into specific categories as follows: 
(1) State Department of Education regulations for staff development; 
(2) Earning of staff development points; (3) Receiving monetary compen-
sation for participation in staff development activities; (4) Individ-
ualization and flexibility of staff development programs; (5) New 
teacher orientation; (6) Relevancy of staff development programs; and 
(7) Scheduling of staff development activities, attendance, and in-
volvement of staff. Research questions were developed for each of the 
categories listed above. In addition to these categories, research 
question 8 was developed regarding staff development for administrators. 
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Based upon these eight categories which identify the first eight 
research questions in the study, the frequency tables (percentages) 
were examined for the purpose of comparing and contrasting respond-
ents• attitudes and current practices. 
Analysis of Data for Research Questions 
One to Eight 
The SPSS program "Frequencies•• generated frequency tables, includ-
ing ref (relative cumulative frequencies) for both the attitude scale 
and the current practices instrument. Data gathered from the 37 items 
pertaining to teachers• attitudes regarding staff development were 
grouped according to the following procedure: agree and strongly 
agree percentages (ref) were combined to create a general agree cate-
gory--disagree and strongly disagree percentages (ref) were treated 
similarly. Data gathered from the 20-item instrument pertaining to 
current staff development practices were coded and tallied by the 
••frequencies" program to produce a table of yes/no relative cumulative 
frequencies (ref). The two resulting frequency tables (agree/disagree 
for the attitude scale--Part II of the instrument--and yes/no for the 
current practices inventory--Part III of the instrument) were the 
basis for the analysis of data for the first eight research questions 
proposed by the study. 
Analysis of Data for Research Question Nine 
The SPSS program 11 Condescriptive" was used to generate means and 
standard deviations of items included in the attitude scale (Part II 
of the instrument) for the purpose of answering research question 
nine, 11 What do teachers and chairpersons view as priority items with 
regard to staff development? 11 The means were prioritized (rank 
ordered) according to the two groupings--chairpersons and teachers. 
Comparisons of the rank orderings of means were made to assess rela-
tionships between teachers• and chairpersons• views toward staff 
development. 
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CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter was to report the data gathered from 
the questionnaires sent to a sampling of certificated staff members 
of school districts which were members of the Oklahoma Public School 
Research Council. 
Data presented in this chapter were obtained from two sources: 
(1) the staff development committee chairpersons, who had been so 
designated by Boards of Education as a requirement of regulations of 
House Bill 1706, and (2) elementary and secondary certificated staff 
selected in a sampling procedure by the staff development committee 
chairperson to participate in the study. 
The purpose of the instrument was to establish a data base by 
ascertaining current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding 
staff development programs now in use throughout the state. 
The questionnaires returned after the initial mailing containing 
parts one and two amounted to 264 replies (53.3%) of the 495 certifi-
cated staff members thought to have been contacted. The returns to 
the follow-up card resulted in 66 additional replies (13.3%). The 
total number of questionnaires containing parts one and two returned 
was 330, resulting in a 66.6 percent return. 
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Part three of the questionnaires returned by the staff develop-
ment committee chairperson after the initial mailing amounted to 58 
replies (58.5%) of the 99 committee chairpersons thought to have been 
contacted. The returns to the follow-up card resulted in 14 more re-
plies (14.2%). The total number of questionnaires returned contain-
ing part three was 72, resulting in a 72.7 percent return. 
This chapter is devoted to the analysis of data collected. The 
first section will present a description of the subjects. Demographic 
data will be assessed for the purpose of accurately describing the 
sample used in the study. The second section will analyze the first 
eight research questions presented in Chapter I. Frequency tables 
(percentages) will be examined for the purpose of comparing and con-
trasting respondents' attitudes and current practices regarding staff 
development. The final section, relating to research question nine, 
will analyze and compare the rankings of mean responses which allowed 
assessment of relationships between teachers' and chairpersons' atti-
tudes regarding staff development. 
Description of Subjects 
In all, the respondents represented 79 districts of the 99 dis-
tricts which comprised the population for this study. Of the 79 dis-
tricts represented, 38 districts returned all five questionnaires 
sent to them. This represented 190 responses, or 57.6 percent. 
Twenty-three districts returned four questionnaires, representing 92 
responses, or 27.9 percent. Twelve districts returned three ques-
tionnaires, representing 36 responses, or 10.9 percent. Five dis-
tricts returned two questionnaires and two districts returned only one. 
Comparison of School District Size 
and Enrollment 
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The school district size was examined from two aspects; the num-
ber of certificated teachers in the district and the school enroll-
ment of the building in which the respondent taught. 
The Oklahoma Educational Directory, 1981 edition, lists the 
number of certificated teachers in the districts included in the popu-
lation as ranging from 16 to 1 ,106. 
Data presented in Table I shows the distribution of respondents 
based on number of certificated teachers. The 0 to 39 category had 
the greatest representation of respondents, 117 (35.5%), while the 
40 to 100 category had 111 (33.6%) and the 101 + category had 102 
(30.9%). 
Certificated 
Teachers 
0-39 
40-100 
101 + 
Total 
TABLE I 
DISTRICT SIZE BASED ON NUMBER OF 
CERTIFICATED TEACHERS 
No. of Responses 
117 
111 
102 
330 
Percentage 
35.5 
33.6 
30.9 
100.0 
40 
Participants were asked to respond to size of school enrollment 
within the building where they taught. The categories listed were 
0-400, 401-600, 601-800, and 801 +. Table II shows the distribution 
of respondents within these four categories. 
Category 
0-400 
401-600 
601-800 
801 + 
No Response 
Total 
TABLE II 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY SIZE 
OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 
Respondents 
219 
62 
21 
24 
4 
330 
Personal Information on Respondents 
Percentage 
66.4 
18.8 
6.4 
7.3 
1.1 
100.0 
Data as to the age and sex of respondents are presented in this 
section. 
Aae. The age of the respondents indicated a wide distribution, 
with the 26 to 45 category constituting the largest portion of re-
spondents by accounting for approximately 72 percent of the entire 
sample. The 46-60 age group contained 18.2 percent of the respond-
ents, making this the second largest category (Table III). 
TABLE III 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY AGE 
Age Respondents Percentage 
21-25 23 7.0 
26-45 235 71.2 
46-60 60 18.2 
61 + 12 3.6 
Total 330 100.0 
Sex. The sample consisted of 243 females (73.6%) and 87 males 
(26.4%) (Table IV). 
TABLE IV 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY SEX 
Category Respondents Percentage 
Female 243 73.6 
Male 87 26.4 
Total 330 l 00.0 
41 
Educational Background 
Information gathered in regard to educational background was: 
highest degree held, year last degree was obtained, and years of 
teaching or administrative experience (not counting current year). 
Information from respondents showed that all degree categories 
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were represented with almost equal representation in the bachelor's 
and master's degree category, with 50.3 percent (166) and 46.1 percent 
(152), respectively. Other categories were sparsely represented. 
Since level of degree attainment is a possible variable which can 
influence teachers' attitudes regarding staff development, response 
given by participants may be helpful to planners of future staff de-
velopment programs (Table V). 
Degree 
Bachelor 
Master 
TABLE V 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY 
HIGHEST DEGREE HELD 
Respondents 
166 
152 
Education Specialist 7 
Doctorate 2 
No Response 3 
Total 330 
Percentage 
50.3 
46.1 
2. 1 
.6 
.9 
100.0 
43 
The question in regard to year last degree was obtained was an 
open-ended question which asked for a definite year response rather 
than a category. The question was constructed in this manner with 
the intention of categorizing the answers once the two extremes were 
known. The extremes ranged from 1941 to 1982. The greater portion 
of respondents, 227 (69.0%), received their last degree between 1971 
and 1982. Table VI shows the distribution of respondents by the year 
last degree was obtained. 
TABLE VI 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY YEAR LAST 
DEGREE WAS OBTAINED 
Year Degree Obtained Respondents Percentage 
1941-50 6 1.8 
1951-60 22 6.6 
1961-70 63 19.0 
1971-82 227 69.0 
No Response 12 3.6 
Total 330 100.0 
Years of experience in the field of education could possibly af-
feet a teacher•s attitude toward staff development and programs in 
which they choose to participate. There was approximately an even 
distribution of respondents (33.6%) in the 0-5 year category compared 
44 
to 105 (31.8%) in the 6-10 year category. The 11-15 year category 
had the third largest category containing 63 (19.1%) of the respond-
ents (Table VII). 
TABLE VII 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY EXPERIENCE 
(INCLUDING CURRENT YEAR) 
Years of Experience Respondents Percentage 
0-5 111 33.6 
6-10 105 31.8 
11-15 63 19. 1 
16-20 20 6. 1 
21 + 30 9. 1 
No Response 0.3 
Total 330 100.0 
Given in Table VIII is a summary of the distribution of respond-
ents by present grade level taught. The categories were: elementary, 
junior high or middle school, senior high, and administrator. 
The largest portion of respondents were found to be elementary 
teachers, 133 (40.3%), followed closely by senior high teachers, with 
115 or 34.8 percent. Junior high or middle school had the third 
largest number, 57 (17.3%), with the administrator category having the 
smallest number 23 (7.0%). 
TABLE VIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY PRESENT 
GRADE LEVEL TAUGHT 
Category Respondents 
Elementary 133 
Junior High or Middle School 57 
Senior High 115 
Administrator 23 
No Response 2 
Total 330 
45 
Percentage 
40.3 
17;3 
34.8 
7.0 
0.6 
100.0 
Another question pertaining to average class size of participants 
was left open-ended on the instrument rather than categorized because 
of an uncertainty of how to determine the categories to best meet the 
needs of respondents. A categorization was made once the two extremes 
were known. The extremes ranged from 4 to 75 in a class. The greater 
number of respondents, 177 (53.6%), had class sizes in the 21-30 cate-
gory. The 11-20 category had the next greatest number, with 90 respond-
ents, or 27.3 percent. Table IX shows the distribution of respondents 
by class size. 
Involvement With Staff Development 
To develop a more complete profile describing the staff develop-
ment participant and participant's school district, the demographic 
data included a segment concerning involvement with staff development. 
TABLE IX 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY CLASS SIZE 
Class Size Respondents Percentage 
0-10 30 9. l 
11-20 90 27.3 
21-30 177 53.6 
30 + 12 3.6 
No Response 21 * 6.4 
Total 330 100.1 
*The larger number of no response would have been indica-
tive of responses by administrators who would not 
have classes to report. 
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Many school districts across the state were thought to have be-
gun staff development cooperatives, which were legal and provided for 
in H.B. 1706 regulations. The purpose of the cooperatives was to 
allow several districts to pool state funds for staff development and 
present training for cooperating districts of perhaps a greater qual-
ity than one district could provide alone. Participants were asked 
to respond "yes" or "no" to the question: "Does your school dis-
trict participate in a multi-school district staff development coop-
erative?" Data in Table X indicates that 59.7 percent, or 197, 
respondents indicated 11 yes" to the question, and 114, or 34.5 per-
cent, answered 11 n0. 11 
Respondents were asked if they were members of the local staff 
development committee. One hundred and forty-five, or 43.9 percent, 
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of the respondents answered 11 yes" to the question, and 185, or 56.1 
percent answered "no" to the question. If they answere9 "yes, 11 they 
were asked if they were chairpersons or members. The data in Table 
XI shows the distribution of participants by role in local staff de-
velopment committees. 
TABLE X 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY SCHOOL 
DISTRICT PARTICIPATION IN STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT COOPERATIVE 
Category Respondents 
Yes 197 
No 114 
No Response 19 
Total 330 
TABLE XI 
DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS BY ROLE IN 
LOCAL STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEES 
Category Respondents 
Chairperson 74 
Member 71 
Non-Member 185 
Total 330 
Percentage 
59.7 
34.5 
5.8 
100.0 
Percentage 
22.4 
22.4 
56. 1 
100.0 
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State regulations require that each certified and licensed 
teacher and administrator accrue at least 75 staff development points 
within a period of five years, with at least some points completed 
each year. Teacher attitude regarding staff development could possibly 
be perceived as positive if teachers were completing more than the 
required points in the first year of the program. The greater number 
of respondents, 138 (41.8%) had earned 15 to 30 points. The above 
45 points category had 95 participants, or 28.8 percent, followed by 
the 30-45 point category, with 45 (13.6%) participants (Table XII). 
TABLE XII 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY NUMBER OF 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT POINTS EARNED WITHIN 
THE SCHOOL YEAR 1981-82 
Category Respondents 
0-15 45 
16-30 138 
31-45 48 
46 + 95 
No Response 4 
Total 330 
Percentage 
13.6 
41.8 
14.5 
28.8 
1.3 
100.0 
In order that an adequate amount of activities be offered at the 
local level for which staff development points may be offered, 
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teachers and administrators need to be active in presenting staff de-
velopment programs within their areas of expertise. Most districts 
will not be able to rely totally on presenters from outside the dis-
trict to adequately provide opportunities for staff to accrue the 
necessary points to meet the requirements of state regulations. Par-
ticipants were asked to respond to the question: 11 Have you presented 
a staff development program for other educators this year? 11 Table XIII 
indicates the results of the question. 
TABLE XIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY WHETHER OR 
NOT THEY PRESENTED A STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR 
1981-82 
Category Respondents Percentage 
Yes 60 18.2 
No 264 80.0 
No Response 6 1.8 
Total 330 100.0 
Analysis and Results of Research Questions 
This section focuses on the analysis and results of the data. 
Data were collected for the purpose of answering the nine research 
questions posed in the study. 
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Questions one to eight relating to current practices and teachers' 
attitudes regarding State Department of Education Regulations for 
staff development, earning staff development points, receiving mone-
tary compensation for participation in staff development activities, 
individualization and flexibility of staff development programs, new 
teacher orientation, relevancy, scheduling, and staff development pro-
grams for administrators were analyzed by means of frequency distri-
butions (ref-relative cumulative frequencies) depicting: 
(1) percentages of whether or not existing staff development programs 
contain the eight elements listed above, and (2) percentages of agree-
ment and disagreement of whether or not respondents feel that staff 
development programs "ought" to include the above eight concerns. 
The analysis included synthesizing the resulting percentages for the 
purpose of drawing comparisons, examining practices versus attitudes, 
and exploring trends evidenced by the results. 
Question nine, "What do teachers and chairpersons view as priority 
items with regard to staff development?" was analyzed by using the 
descriptive statistical tool of rank ordering the means of both groups 
(teachers and chairpersons) on each item of concern in the attitude 
scale. Commonalities and discrepancies were ascertained from the 
results of the priority rankings. 
The research questions and results are included in the following 
analysis. 
Question One 
"What are the current practices and teachers' attitudes regard-
ing State Department of Education Regulations for staff development?" 
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The SPSS program "Frequencies" was used to analyze question one. The 
results are reported in Table XIV and XV, and in the discussion that 
follows. 
·Results. Although a high percentage of respondents (86.1%) re-
ported that teachers in their systems do complete evaluation forms 
upon the completion of staff development workshops; respondents' 
attitudes were split with regard to the adequacy of evaluation ef-
forts to determine the effects of staff development activities (57.0% 
of the respondents agreed that current evaluation efforts are ade-
quate; whereas, 43.0% of the respondents did not). 
Respondents generally agreed (87.8%) that the local staff devel-
opment committee, as mandated by House Bill 1706, gives teachers 
fair representation within its designated membership. This attitude 
was exemplified by 98.6 percent of the respondents reporting that 
teachers do represent a majority of the membership of respective 
staff development committees. 
A vast majority (95.8%) of the respondents indicated that a 
needs assessment was conducted to determine felt needs of teachers 
for staff development planning purposes. This current practice is 
consistent with over 91 percent (91.5%) of the respondents who agree 
that a needs assessment update should be conducted each year to de-
termine interests of teachers in planning staff development activities. 
In general, a majority of the respondents agree with the State 
Department of Education Regulations for staff development concerning 
teacher representation, use of needs assessments, specification of 
objectives, transferrability of staff development points, established 
TABLE XIV 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO 
TEACHERS' ATTITUDES IN REGARD TO 
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
REGULATIONS FOR STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT 
Strongly 
Questionnaire Items Agree/ 
Regarding Attitudes Agree % 
Item No. 
8. There is adequate evaluation to 
determine the effects of staff 
development activities. 57.0 
24. The local staff development com-
mittee, as mandated by House Bill 
1706, gives teachers fair repre-
sentation within its designated 
membership. 87.8 
37. A needs assessment update should 
be conducted each year to deter-
mine interests of teachers in 
planning staff development activ-
ities. 91.5 
6. Most staff development programs 
arise from a study of the needs 
and problems of teachers. 86.9 
32. The objectives of staff develop-
ment programs in my system are 
specific. 80.9 
33. Staff development points should 
be transferrable from one dis-
trict to another when a teacher 
moves. 97.9 
21. The requirement that all certified 
and licensed teachers and adminis-
trators accrue at least seventy-
five (75) staff development points 
within a five-year period with at 
least some points completed each 
year is a fair and equitable re-
quirement. 87.6 
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Strongly 
Disagree/ 
Disagree ~£ 
43:0 
10.0 
7.3 
12. 7 
18.2 
1.5 
15.2 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Attitudes 
Item No. 
TABLE XIV (Continued) 
30. Staff development requirements by 
local boards of educati.an for the 
individual teacher should be strin-
gently enforced as provided for in 
House Bill No. 1706. 
35. The local board of education should 
be responsible for the organization 
and implementation of the local 
staff development program. 
TABLE XV 
Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree % 
78.5 
42.4 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO 
SCHOOL DISTRICTs• CURRENT PRACTICES 
IN REGARD TO STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION REGULATIONS FOR 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Current Practices 
Item No. 
7. Teachers who attend a local staff develop-
ment workshop complete an evaluation form 
at the end of the workshop. 
11. A needs assessment was conducted to deter-
mine felt needs of teachers for staff de-
velopment planning purposes. 
14. Teachers represent a majority of members 
of our staff development committee. 
Strongly 
Disagree/ 
Disagree % 
17.2 
54.3 
% Yes % No 
86.1 12.5 
98.6 1.4 
95.8 2.8 
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staff development point requirement, and enforcement of staff develop-
ment requirement. 
Respondents were split (42.4% agreed and 54.3% disagreed) with 
regard to whether or not the local board of education should be re-
sponsible for the organization and implementation of the local staff 
development program. 
Question Two 
"What are the current practices and teachers' attitudes regard-
ing earning of staff development points?" The SPSS program "Frequen-
cies" was used to analyze question two. The results are reported in 
Tables XVI and XVII, and in the discussion which follows. 
Results. Only one-third of the respondents agreed that teach-
ers should receive staff development points for professional reading, 
whereas more than three-fourths of the respondents agreed that teach-
ers should receive staff development points for attending meetings 
sponsored by the State Department of Education (97.2%), for partici-
pating in graduate university courses (96.7%), for approved research 
efforts (90.0%), for professional writing (80.9%), and for approved 
educational travel (77.6%). 
A large majority of respondents (81.9%) reported that teachers 
in their districts do receive staff development points for attending 
staff development activities scheduled during the regular teacher 
workday. 
Respondents' attitudes and current practices are somewhat con-
sistent with regard to teachers' receiving staff development points 
TABLE XVI 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO 
TEACHERS' ATTITUDES IN REGARD TO 
TEACHERS EARNING STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT POINTS 
Strongly 
Questionnaire Items Agree/ 
Regarding Attitudes Agree % 
Item No. 
34. A teacher should receive staff de-
velopment points for professional 
reading. 31.8 
3. Teachers should be allowed to 
count staff development points 
for attending meetings sponsored 
by the State Department of Educa-
tion where points are offered. 97.2 
16. A teacher should receive staff de-
velopment points for participation 
in a graduate course at a univer-
sity. 96.7 
25. A teacher should receive staff de-
velopment points for research ap-
proved by the staff development 
committee. 90.0 
31. A teacher should receive staff de-
velopment points for professional 
writing approved by the staff de-
velopment committee. 80.9 
36. A teacher should receive staff 
development points for approved 
educational travel. 77.6 
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Strongly 
Disagree/ 
Disagree % 
66.1 
2. 1 
3.0 
9.4 
18.5 
20.9 
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for attending local or state teacher organization meetings and/or 
sponsored by the State Department of Education, i.e., ~7.2 percent 
of the respondents agreed that teachers should be allowed to count 
points accumulated from this source and 90.3 percent of the respond-
ents reported that this method of attaining points is currently 
being utilized in their respective districts. 
TABLE XVI I 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS' CURRENT PRACTICES 
IN REGARD TO TEACHERS EARNING 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT POINTS 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Current Practices 
Item No. 
17. Teachers in our district have received 
staff development points for attending 
staff development activities scheduled 
during the regular teacher workday. 
16. Teachers in our district have received 
staff development points for attending 
local or state teacher organization 
meetings. 
18. Teachers in our district have received 
staff development points for educa-
tional travel approved by the staff 
development committee. 
20. Teachers in our district have received 
staff development points for published 
writing approved by the staff develop-
ment committee. 
19. Teachers in our district have received 
staff development points for profes-
sional reading approved by the staff 
development committee. 
% Yes % No 
81.9 18.1 
90.3 8.3 
34.7 65.3 
22.9 71.1 
7.0 93.0 
A definite inconsistency between "what is" and "what ought to 
be" (current practices and attitudes) concerning the methods for 
earning staff development points is evidenced in these findings: 
1. Approximately two-thirds (65.3%) of the respondents re-
ported that teachers in their districts do not receive staff devel-
opment points for approved educational travel, whereas over 
three-fourths (77.6%) of the respondents agreed that travel should 
be considered as a viable method for attaining staff development 
points. 
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2. Only 22.9 percent of the respondents reported that teachers 
in their districts do receive staff development points for published 
writing, whereas 80.9 percent indicated that teachers should earn 
points for this method of staff development. 
The small percent (31.8%) of respondents who agreed that pro-
fessional reading should be a means for teachers to earn staff 
development points may be attributed to the very small percent 
(7.0%) of school districts that currently allow teachers to earn 
staff development points by this means. 
Question Three 
"What are the current practices and teachers' attitudes regard-
ing receiving monetary compensation for participation in staff de-
velopment activities?" 
analyze question three. 
The SPSS program "Frequencies" was used to 
The results are reported in Tables XVIII 
and XIX, and in the discussion which follows. 
TABLE XVIII 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO TEACHERS' 
ATTITUDES IN REGARD TO TEACHERS RECEIVING MONE-
TARY COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATION IN 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 
Strongly Strongly 
Questionnaire Items Agree/ 
Regarding Attitudes Agree % 
Item No. 
19. 
14. 
5. 
A teacher who presents a staff devel-
opment program to other staff members 
should be paid a stiped. 75. 1 
A teacher should receive a stipend 
for completing local staff develop-
ment points as required each year. 55.8 
An allowance should be made for staff 
development points to apply toward 
advancement on the salary schedule 60.9 
TABLE XIX 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS' CURRENT PRACTICES IN REGARD TO 
TEACHERS RECEIVING MONETARY COMPENSA-
TION FOR PARTICIPATION IN STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Current Practices 0/ lo 
Item No. 
10. A teacher in our district is paid a stipend for 
presenting a staff development program to other 
Disagree/ 
Disagree % 
23.6 
43.0 
36.5 
Yes % No 
staff members. 25.0 73.2 
8. Teachers in our district receive a stipend for 
completing local staff development points as 
required each year. 2.8 97.2 
6. Staff development points are allowed to count 
toward advancement on our salary schedule. 5.6 94.4 
58 
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Results. Considerable inconsistencies exist between respondents• 
attitudes and current practices concerning monetary compensation for 
staff development. These inconsistencies are discussed as follows: 
1. Although over three-fourths (75.1%) of the respondents 
agreed that a teacher who presents a staff development program to 
other staff members should be paid a stipend, only one-fourth (25.0%) 
of the responding districts reported that stipends are currently 
being given for this purpose. 
2. A majority of the respondents (55.8%) agr~ed that teachers 
should receive a stipend for completing local staff development 
points as required each year. However, less than three percent of 
the responding districts currently pay stipends for teachers complet-
ing staff development point requirements. 
3. Likewise, presently less than six percent of the responding 
districts allow staff development points to count toward advancement 
on salary schedules, even though over 60 percent of the respondents 
agreed with this allowance practice. 
Question Four 
11 What are the current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding 
individualization and flexibility of staff development programs? .. The 
SPSS program .. Frequencies .. was used to analyze question four. The 
results are reported in Tables XX and XXI, and in the discussion 
which follows. 
TABLE XX 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO TEACHERs• 
ATTITUDES IN REGARD TO INDIVIDUALIZATION AND 
FLEXIBILITY OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 
Strongly Strongly 
Questionnaire Items Agree/ Disagree/ 
Regarding Attitudes Agree % Disagree % 
Item No. 
22. The primary purpose of staff develop-
ment is to upgrade the teacher•s 
classroom performance. 87.0 11 .8 
29. The teacher should have the oppor-
tunity to select the kind of staff 
development activities which he/she 
feels will strengthen his/her pro-
fessional competence. 97.6 1.5 
17. Teachers need to be involved in the 
developing of purposes, activities, 
and methods of evaluation for staff 
development programs. 97.0 2.7 
20. Staff development programs should 
include activities which allow for 
the different interests which exist 
among individual teachers. 98.2 1.5 
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Results. Respondents strongly agreed with factors that contri-
bute to the individualization and flexibility of staff development 
programs, i . e. , 
1. that the primary purpose of staff development is to upgrade 
the teacher•s classroom performance (87.0% agreed); 
2. that the teacher should have the opportunity to select the 
kind of staff development activities which will strengthen his/her 
professional competence (97.6% agreed); 
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3. that teachers need to be involved in the developing of pur-
poses, activities, and methods of evaluation for staff development 
programs (97.0% agreed); and 
4. that staff development programs should include activities 
which allow for the different interests which exist among individ-
ual teachers (98.2% agreed). 
TABLE XXI 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS' CURRENT PRACTICES IN REGARD TO 
INDIVIDUALIZATION AND FLEXIBILITY OF 
- STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Current Practices 
Item No. 
1. A teacher has the opportunity to select the 
kind of staff development activities which 
he/she feels will strengthen his/her pro-
fessional competence. 
3. Staff development programs offered in my 
district have included activities which 
allow for the different interests which 
exist among individual teachers. 
9. Teachers in our district have been in-
volved in the development of purposes, 
activities, and methods of evaluation 
for staff development programs. 
% Yes 
93.1 
88.9 
93.1 
% No 
5.6 
9.7 
5.6 
In addition, current practices reported in the survey indicate 
that existing individualization and flexibility practices of staff 
development programs are highly consistent with respondents 1 atti-
tudes, i.e., teachers: 
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1. do have the opportunity to select staff development activi-
ties in 93.1 percent of the responding districts; 
2. are offered staff development activities in different areas 
of interest in 88.9 percent of the responding districts; and 
3. are involved in the development of purposes, activities, and 
methods of evaluation for staff development programs in 93.1 percent 
of the responding districts. 
Question Five 
11 What are the current practices and teachers 1 attitudes regarding 
new teacher orientation? 11 The SPSS program 11 Frequencies 11 was used to 
analyze question five. The results are reported in Tables XXII and 
XXIII, and in the discussion which follows. 
Results. The findings indicate two specific inconsistencies be-
tween respondents 1 attitudes and current practices regarding the in-
clusion of new teacher orientations within staff development programs: 
1. Although 83.6 percent of the respondents agreed that staff 
development programs should include special orientation activities 
for the new teacher, only 20.2 percent of the reporting districts 
currently include new teacher orientations in their present staff 
development programs. 
TABLE XXII 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO TEACHERS 1 
ATTITUDES IN REGARD TO NEW TEACHER 
ORIENTATION 
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Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Attitudes 
Strongly 
Aqree/ 
Agree % 
Strongly 
Disagree/ 
Disagree %· 
Item No. 
23. Staff development programs should 
include special orientation activi-
ties for the classroom teacher new 
to our system. 
1. Orientation activities for the 
classroom teacher new to our sys-
tem are adequate. 
TABLE XXIII 
83.6 
66.7 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS' CURRENT PRACTICES IN REGARD 
TO NEW TEACHER ORIENTATION 
13.6 
31.9 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Current Practices % Yes % No 
Item No. 
5. Staff development programs have included 
special orientation activities for the 
classroom teacher new to our system. 20.2 70.8 
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2. Over two-thirds of the respondents (66.7%) agreed that cur-
rent new teacher orientation activities are adequate, while one-third 
(31.9%) responded that current orientation activities are inadequate. 
Question Six 
"What are teachers' attitudes regarding relevancy of staff devel-
opment programs?" The SPSS program "Frequencies" was used to analyze 
question six. The results are reported in Table XXIV, and in the dis-
cussion which follows. 
Results. In general, respondents agreed that staff development 
is relevant for professional growth. Specifically, a high majority 
of respondents agreed that: 
1. most staff development programs seem well planned (89.7% 
agreed); 
2. the real test of a staff development program is whether or 
not it helps the teacher cope more successfully with professional 
tasks (95.2% agreed); 
3. a motivating staff development activity is one which offers 
an opportunity to become acquainted with new teaching practices of 
innovative programs (98.8% agreed); 
4. an important way to judge the effectiveness of a staff de-
velopment program is whether the teacher uses the results of the 
training in the classroom (89.4% agreed); and 
5. staff development should relate directly to problems en-
countered in classroom activities (76.4% agreed). 
TABLE XXIV 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO TEACHERS' 
ATTITUDES IN REGARD TO RELEVANCY OF 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 
Questionnaire Items Strongly Strongly 
Regarding Attitudes Agree I Disagree/ Agree % Disagree % 
Item No. 
2. Most staff development programs seem 
well plan ned. 89.7 9.7 
26. The real test of a staff development 
program is whether or not it helps 
the teacher cope more successfully 
with his professional tasks. 95.2 3.6 
28. One of the most motivating staff 
development activities is one which 
offers an opportunity to become ac-
quainted with new teaching practices 
of innovative programs. 98.8 6.4 
18. One of the most important ways to judge the effectiveness of a staff 
development program is whether the 
teacher uses the results of the 
training in his classroom. 89.4 10.3 
9. Staff development should relate 
directly to problems encountered 
in the classroom activities. 76.4 23.0 
1 0. Most staff development programs are 
virtually useless. 13.6 85.5 
13. Many staff development activities 
do not appear relevant to any felt 
needs of the teacher. 34.3 65.5 
7. Most teachers like to attend staff 
development activities. 46.0 52.7 
65 
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In addition, a majority of respondents disagreed with the notion 
that staff development programs are useless (85.5%), and that most 
staff development activities are not relevant to teachers' expressed 
needs (65.5% disagreed). 
However, the findings indicate a definite split (52.0% disagreed 
and 46.0% agreed) concerning the statement, "Most teachers like to 
attend staff development activities." 
Question Seven 
"What are the current practices and teachers' attitudes regarding 
scheduling of staff development activities, attendance, and involve-
ment of staff? 11 The SPSS program 11 Frequencies 11 was used to analyze 
question seven. The results are reported in Tables XXV and XXVI, and 
in the discussion which follows. 
Results. The findings indicate a general consistency between 
respondents' attitudes and current practices regarding release time 
and required attendance for staff development activities. Specifi-
cally, 84.7 percent of the districts surveyed reported that teachers 
do receive release time to attend staff development programs, which 
is consistent with the 87.6 percent respondents who agreed that re-
lease time should be provided for staff development activities. 
Also, 72.2 percent of the districts reported that attendance is re-
quired at some of their system-wide staff development activities, 
which is somewhat consistent with the 69.7 percent respondents who 
agreed that some staff development activities should include required 
attendance. 
TABLE XXV 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS' CURRENT PRACTICES IN REGARD TO 
SCHEDULING OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
ACTIVITIES~ ATTENDANCE~ AND 
INVOLVEMENT OF STAFF 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Current Practices % Yes 
Item No. 
4. Teachers have received some released time 
for attending staff development programs. 84.7 
2. Attendance at some system-wide staff de-
velopment activities has been required of 
all teachers. 72.2 
13. Our district has used professional staff 
development consultants (persons from na-
tionally recognized staff development con-
sulting firms) to conduct workshops this 
year. 56.9 
% No 
12.5 
27.8 
41.7 
An interesting result of the findings regarding respondents• 
attitudes toward scheduling and involvement indicate that, although 
respondents agree that staff development training seems to be more 
effective when the total school staff is simultaneously engaged in 
a given activity on the same day (70.3% agreed), or that there is a 
need for more small group activities at staff development meetings 
(57.6% agreed), more than half of the respondents (56.7%) disagreed 
with the statement that most staff development activities should be 
carried on within the school building in which the teacher works. 
Related to this is the finding that 56.9 percent of the responding 
districts reported the use of professional staff development 
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consultants to conduct workshops, while 41.7 percent did not utilize 
professional consultants. 
TABLE XXVI 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO TEACHERs• 
ATTITUDES IN REGARD TO SCHEDULING OF STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES, ATTENDANCE, AND 
INVOLVEMENT OF STAFF 
Strongly Strongly Questionnaire Items Agree/ Disaqree/ 
Regarding Attitudes Agree % Disagree % 
Item No. 
27. Teachers should receive some re-
lease time for staff development 
activities. 87.6 11.2 
12. Attendance at some system-wide 
staff development activities 
should be required of all 
teachers. 69.7 30.0 
4. Staff development training seems 
to be more effective when the 
total school staff is simultan-
eously engaged in a given activ-
ity on the same day. 70.3 29.4 
15. There is a need for more small 
group activities at staff devel-
opment meetings. 57.6 41.2 
11. Most staff development activities 
should be carried on within the 
school building in which the 
teacher works. 42.1 56.7 
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Question Eight 
"What are current practices regarding staff development for ad-
ministrators?" The SPSS program "Frequencies" was used to analyze 
question eight. The results are reported in Table XXVII, and in the 
discussion which follows. 
TABLE XXVII 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS' CURRENT PRACTICES IN REGARD TO 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT FOR ADMINISTRATORS 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Current Practices 
Item No. 
15. Administrators have attended staff develop-
ment activities along with teachers in our 
district. 
12. Staff development programs are planned 
specifically for administrators as well as 
teachers in our district. 
% Yes 
95.8 
62.5 
% No 
2.8 
37.5 
Results. An overwhelming majority of districts (95.8%) reported 
that adminsistrators attend staff development activities along with 
teachers. 
In addition, a majority (62.5%) of the districts responded that 
current staff development programs are planned specifically for ad-
ministrators as well as teachers. 
Question Nine 
"What do teachers and chairpersons view as priority items with 
regard to staff development?" The SPSS program "Condescriptive" 
was used to analyze question nine. The results are reported in 
Table XXVIII, and in the discussion which follows. 
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Results. Both teachers and chairpersons view Item 3 ("Teachers 
should be allowed to count staff development points for attending 
meetings sponsored by the State Department of Education") as the 
number one priority of staff development programs. 
Likewise, both teachers and chairpersons are somewhat consist-
ent in ranking Items 16, 17, 33, 20, 29, and 26 as high priorities 
for staff development programs, i.e., both groups view these state-
ments as essential factors in staff development: 
1. teachers should receive points for participation in a 
graduate course at a university; 
2. staff development points should be transferable from one 
district to another; 
3. teachers need to be involved in the development of purposes, 
activities, and methods of evaluation for staff development programs; 
4. staff development programs should include activities which 
allow for the different interests which exist among individual 
teachers; 
5. the teacher should have the opportunity to select the kind 
of staff development activities which he/she feels will strengthen 
his/her professional competence; and 
TABLE XXVIII 
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS RELATING TO ATTITUDES REGARDING 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT, PRIORITIZED ACCORDING TO 
MEAN FOR TEACHERS AND CHAIRPERSONS 
Questionnaire Items Priorit~ Ranking 
Regarding Attitudes Tchrs. Chps. 
Item No. 
1. Orientation activities for the classroom teacher new to 
our system are adequate. 29 28 
2. Most staff development programs seem well planned. 15 14 
3. Teachers should be allowed to count staff development 
points for attending meetings sponsored by the State 
Department of Education where points are offered. 1 1 
4. Staff development training seems to be more effective 
when the total school staff is simultaneously engaged 
in a given activity on the same day. 25 22 
5. An allowance should be made for staff development 
points to apply toward advancement on the salary 
schedule. 26 30 
6. Most staff development programs arise from a study 
of the needs and problems of teachers. 20 10 
7. Most teachers like to attend staff development 
activities. 34 31 
8. There is adequate evaluation to determine the effects 
of staff development activities. 31 27 
Mean 
Tchrs. Chps. 
2.673 2.704 
3.109 3.209 
3.645 3.570 
2.876 3.028 
2.826 2.586 
3.023 3.292 
2.378 2.486 
2.519 2.847 
....... 
...... 
TABLE XXVIII {Continued) 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Attitudes 
Item No. 
9. Staff development should relate directly to problems 
encountered in the classroom activities. 
10. Most staff development programs are virtually useless. 
11. Most staff development activities should be carried 
on within the school building in which the teacher 
works. 
12. Attendance at some system-wide staff development 
activities should be required of all teachers. 
13. Many staff development activities do not appear rele-
vant to any felt needs of the teacher. 
14. A teacher should receive a stipend for completing 
local staff development points as required each year. 
15. There is a need for more small group activities at 
staff development meetings. 
16. A teacher should receive staff development points for 
participation in a graduate course at a university. 
17. Teachers need to be involved in the developing of 
purposes, activities, and methods of evaluation for 
staff development programs. 
Priorit~ Ranking 
Tchrs. Chps. 
21 24 
37 37 
32 35 
27 25 
33 36 
28 33 
30 29 
2 4 
5 2 
Mean 
Tchrs. 
3.016 
1.976 
2.469 
2.817 
2.399 
2.752 
2.647 
3.624 
3. 451 
Chps. 
2.986 
1. 556 
2.214 
2.987 
2.083 
2.403 
2.676 
3.549 
3.569 
'-..I 
N 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Attitudes 
Item No. 
TABLE XXVIII (Continued) 
18. One of the most important ways to judge the effectiveness 
of a staff development program is whether the teacher 
uses the results of the training in his classroom. 
19. A teacher who presents a staff development program to 
other staff members should be paid a stipend. 
20. Staff development programs should include activities 
which allow for the different interests which exist 
among individual teachers. 
21. The requirement that all certified and licensed teachers 
and administrators accrue at least seventy-five (75) 
staff development points within a five-year period with 
at least some points completed each year is a fair and 
equitable requirement. 
22. The primary purpose of staff development is to upgrade 
the teacher•s classroom performance. 
23. Staff development programs should include special orien-
tation activities for the classroom teacher new to our 
system. 
24. The local staff development committee, as mandated by 
House Bill No. 1706, gives teachers fair representation 
within its designated membership. 
Priority Ranking 
Tchrs. Chps. 
11 12 
17 21 
6 5 
14 11 
16 6 
12 17 
18 9 
~1ean 
Tchrs. Chps. 
3.230 3.222 
3.062 3.029 
3.436 3.514 
3.129 3.278 
3.090 3.366 
3.163 3.157 
3.052 3. 319 
"-.. 
w 
TABLE XXVIII (Continued) 
Questionnaire Items Priorit~ Ranking Mean 
Regarding Attitudes Tchrs. Chps. Tchrs. Chps. 
Item No. 
25. A teacher should receive staff development points for 
research approved by the staff development committee. 13 18 3.160 3.153 
26. The real test of a staff development program is lr'ihether 
or not it helps the teacher cope more successfully with 
his professional tasks. 8 8 3.331 3.320 
27. Teachers should receive some released time for staff 
development activities. 10 16 3.278 3.197 
28. One of the most motivating staff development activities 
is one which offers an opportunity to become acquainted 
with new teaching practices of innovative programs. 9 13 3.314 3.208 
29. The teacher should have the opportunity to select the 
kind of staff development activities which he/she feels 
will strengthen his/her professional competence. 4 7 3.545 3.347 
30. Staff development requirements by local boards of edu-
cation for the individual teacher should be stringently 
enforced as provided for in House Bill No. 1706. 22 20 3.008 3.058 
31. A teacher should receive staff development points for 
professional writing approved by the staff development 
committee. 19 23 3. 051 3.000 
32. The objectives of staff development programs in my 
system are specific. 24 15 2.918 3.208 
" +» 
Questionnaire Items 
Regarding Attitudes 
Item No. 
TABLE XXVIII (Continued) 
33. Staff development points should be transferrable from one 
district to another when a teacher moves. 
34. A teacher should receive staff development points for 
professional reading. 
35. The local board of education should be responsible for 
the organization and implementation of the local staff 
development program. 
36. A teacher should receive staff development points for 
approved educational travel. 
37. A needs assessment update should be conducted each year 
to determine interests of teachers in planning staff 
development activities. 
Priority Ranking 
Tchrs. Chps. 
3 3 
36 34 
35 32 
23 26 
7 19 
Mean 
Tchrs. Chps. 
3.594 3.556 
2.350 2.261 
2.353 2.443 
2.973 2.900 
3.369 3.127 
...... 
Ul 
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6. the real test of a staff development program is whether or 
not it helps the teacher cope more successfully with his professional 
tasks. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this descriptive study was to establish a data 
base describing current practices and teachers•. attitudes regarding 
staff development programs as mandated by House Bill 1706 for the 
state of Oklahoma. A sample of certificated staff members from 99 
school districts which were members of the Oklahoma Public School 
Research Council were asked to cooperate and support the study. 
This study was designed to obtain data from two elementary and 
two secondary teachers in addition to the staff development committee 
chairperson in each of the 99 school districts of the population under 
study. The descriptive survey method was used for this study. The 
questionnaire which was mailed to the subjects consisted of three 
parts. The first part was designed to secure demographic information 
which included such areas as: sex, age, highest degree held, year 
last degree was obtained, present grade level taught, year(s) of 
teaching or administrative experience, and class size. The second 
part of the questionnaire was designed to ascertain teacher attitudes 
regarding staff development by listing 37 items pertaining to staff 
development to which teachers i'/ere asked to 11 Strongly agree, .. 11 agree, 11 
11 disagree, .. or 11 Strongly disagree ... The third part of the question-
naire was designed for staff development committee chairpersons to 
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answer yes or no to 20 items regarding current practices in staff 
development within the school district where they worked. 
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The data analysis involved frequency distributions for the pur-
pose of supplying an actual count and percentage of occurrence for 
each classification requested using the SPSS program "Frequencies." 
The SPSS program ••condescriptive" was accessed to generate the means 
and standard deviation of items included in the attitude scale. 
This chapter extends the purpose, to establish a data base, by 
bringing together the results of the study and the related literature. 
Conclusions and interpretations of the results are discussed relative 
to the review of the literature presented in Chapter II. The presen-
tation focuses on the nine research questions posed in the study. 
Implications of the findings and considerations for further research 
are also included in the discussion. 
Review, Conclusions, and Recommendations for 
Further Research Relative to the Nine 
Research Questions 
The following section will deal with the individual research 
questions posed in Chapter I. A brief review of the findings will be 
presented, followed by conclusions and recommendations for further 
research. 
Question One. 
"What are the current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding 
State Department of Education Regulations for staff development?" The 
findings reported in Chapter IV indicate that Oklahoma teachers• 
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attitudes in general are in agreement with the State Department of 
Education Regulations for staff development concerning teacher repre-
sentation, use of needs assessments, specification of objectives, 
transferability of staff development points, the established staff 
development point requirement, and the enforcement of staff develop-
ment requirements. Current practices reported in the study also 
indicate that state-wide efforts regarding staff development regula-
tions are generally consistent with State Department of Education 
guidelines. This consistency corroborates Zenkes• (1976) findings in 
Florida schools, where consistency with legislative requirements were 
evidenced under a state mandated program (see Chapter II). 
Two important findings that are upheld by the literature concern 
the use of needs assessments for staff development programs and fair 
teacher representation on planning committees for staff development 
programs. An overwhelming majority of teachers indicated positive 
attitudes for the inclusion of these two factors in staff development 
programs, and this same large majority reported that needs assessments 
and fair teacher representation are currently included in their Okla-
homa school districts. The necessity of using needs assessments and 
including teachers in decisions regarding staff development programs 
is substantiated in the literature (Mangieri and Williams, 1976; 
Ingersoll, 1976; Yeatts, 1976) (see Chapter II). 
An interesting finding in Question One regarding whether or not 
the local board of education should be responsible for the organiza-
tion and implemeniation of the local staff development program indi-
cates that Oklahoma teachers do not feel that the responsibility 
should lie with the local school board. This attitude is alluded to 
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by Goodlad (1972) and Schiffer (1978), who recognized that it is the 
individual institution and the individuals within the institution 
rather than the organization that promotes the staff development 
process. 
Therefore, in general, current practices and teachers• attitudes 
toward staff development in Oklahoma are consistent with State Depart-
ment of Education Regulations and House Bill 1706 (see Chapter I). A 
general conclusion regarding Question One is that staff development 
programs should include appropriate teacher representation and input 
in planning staff development activities. Oklahoma staff development 
programs currently do include these factors, as mandated by House Bill 
1706. However, the findings indicate that shifting the responsibility 
for staff development planning from teachers to local school boards 
would not be well received by teachers in Oklahoma. Thus, House Bill 
1706 is meeting the felt needs of Oklahoma teachers by mandating fair 
teacher representation and input. Implications for changing this 
portion of the bill are not evidenced by the findings of the study nor 
the associated literature. 
One concern evidenced in the findings that does have implications 
for further study is the concern of Oklahoma teachers regarding the 
adequacy of staff development evaluation efforts. Although a majority 
of districts do employ evaluation techniques, just under one-half of 
the respondents did not agree that current evaluation practices were 
adequate. These findings suggest that some consideration be given to 
examining the types of evaluations that are currently bei'ng used in 
the state for staff development, along with some determination of 
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whether current evaluation efforts are truly assessing staff develop-
ment activities. This assessment is left for further study. 
Question Two 
11 What are the current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding 
earning of staff development points?.. The findings reported in Chap-
ter IV concerning current practices and teachers• attitudes toward the 
accumulation of staff development points for attending meetings spon-
sored by the State Department of Education, for participating in 
graduate university courses, for approved research efforts, for pro-
fessional writing, and for approved educational travel indicate that 
Oklahoma teachers favor all of these activities for earning staff 
development points. Reported current practices are consistent with 
teachers• attitudes on all of the above activities, with the exception 
of educational travel and published writing. Less than one-third of 
the districts responded that teachers are currently attaining staff 
development points for these two activities. These results are not 
inconsistent with the literature, since most of the available litera-
ture in staff development focuses on in-service or university courses 
as programs for consideration. Future investigations that explore 
many types of professional growth activities are needed to enhance 
this area of concern. 
Teachers• attitudes and practices were found to be highly consis-
tent with regard to whether or not teachers should receive points for 
staff development activities. Respondents overwhelmingly agreed that 
points should be accumulated for attendance. These results are not 
inconsistent with Ainsworth•s (1976) findings (see Chapter II), since 
respondents also indicated great concern for the relevancy of the 
staff development program relative to attendance (see 11 Results of 
Question Six 11 in Chapter IV). 
Question Three 
82 
"What are the current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding 
receiving monetary compensation for participation in staff development 
activities? 11 The results of the study indicate that there are note-
worthy inconsistencies between teachers• attitudes and current prac-
tices concerning monetary compensation for staff development in 
Oklahoma (see Chapter IV). Although a majority of respondents agreed 
that monetary compensation should be allowed for teachers who present 
staff development programs for their peers, stipends for teachers who 
attend staff development activities and salary advancements for the 
accumulation of staff development points, only a small percentage of 
the responding districts reported that these methods of compensation 
were currently being utilized. Literature in this area is scarce, 
perhaps due to universal educational budget constraints in the United 
States. However, the available literature does emphasize the use of 
teachers for peer training or in-house staff development activities as 
an effective means for promoting professional growth (Gersten, 1979; 
Raugh, 1978) (see Chapter II). 
Because of the scarcity of literature in the area of monetary 
compensation for staff development, and because of the great need 
for including this factor in staff development programs as indicated 
by the respondents in this study, further investigation into the 
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legislative and financial feasibility of including monetary compensa-
tion in staff development programs in Oklahoma is required. 
Question Four 
"What are the current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding 
individualization and flexibility of staff development programs? 11 
Results of the study are highly consistent with the literature con-
cerning the individualization and flexibility of staff development 
programs. The literature clearly suggests that effective staff devel-
opment programs should support the teacher to make improvements in the 
classroom (Rubin, 1971), and that teachers must be included in deci-
sions and/or choices regarding staff development activities (Mangieri 
and McWilliams, 1976; Ingersoll, 1976; Yeatts, 1976) (see Chapter II). 
The findings indicate that Oklahoma teachers concur with the litera-
ture, i.e., an overwhelming majority agreed that staff development 
programs should be flexible enough to serve individual teachers in 
upgrading their classroom performance and that teachers should have 
the opportunity for choice in selecting appropriate staff development 
activities as well as some involvement in the development of purposes, 
activities, and methods of evaluation for staff development programs. 
Current practices reported in the study reflect the attitudes listed 
above. Thus, current practices and teachers• attitudes regardin9 indi-
vidualization and flexibility of staff development programs are gen-
erally consistent in Oklahoma. 
Possible implications of these results for further study 
would include examining current practices and attitudes toward 
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individualization and flexibility of staff development programs in 
private school systems in Oklahoma or in other states• public school 
systems. 
Question Five 
11 What are the current practices and teachers • attitudes regarding 
new teacher orientation?.. The study assessed current practices and 
teachers• attitudes concerning the inclusion and adequacy of new 
teacher orientation within staff development programs. Although a 
majority of Oklahoma teachers indicated that new teacher orientations 
should be included in staff development plans, less than a fourth of 
the responding teachers reported that their districts currently in-
clude new teacher orientation efforts in their present staff develop-
ment programs. 
Literature in this area does not focus on the notion of new 
teacher orientation specifically, but alludes to the concept by de-
scribing staff development models that encourage teachers assisting 
teachers, teacher-administrator teams, and peer support (Gersten, 
1979; Rauh, 1978; Fox and Griffin, 1974) (see Chapter II). Thus, 
Oklahoma teachers• attitudes are consistent with the 11 helping teacher .. 
concept suggested by the literature. 
Inconsistencies found between current practices and teachers• 
attitudes may be attributed to several factors, such as the sudden 
decrease in numbers of new teachers hired and the newness of the staff 
development concept concerning what to include in staff development 
programs. Future research efforts are needed to more clearly define 
staff development relative to its specific components. 
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Question Six 
11 What are the current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding 
relevancy of staff development programs?.. Perhaps the most important 
component of staff development programs that is stressed in the liter-
ature is relevancy. The general agreement of writers in this area 
emphasize that the central goal of staff development programs is to 
support teachers in the classroom by providing training efforts that 
are relevant to their needs (Ingersoll, 1976; Jackson, 1971) (see 
Chapter II). The findings of this study suggest that Oklahoma teach-
ers also consider relevancy to be an essential component of staff 
development. A majority of current staff development practices in 
Oklahoma were perceived to contain activities that are relevant to 
teachers• expressed needs. Oklahoma teachers• positive attitudes 
toward relevancy also reflected general notions that are consistent 
with the literature, i.e, staff development programs should provide 
opportunities for teachers to cope more successfully with professional 
tasks, to become acquainted with new teaching practices or innovative 
programs, and to implement results of their training into the classroom. 
One inconsistency concerning research question six is evidenced 
in the results, that is, the general respondents• disagreement with 
the statement, 11 Most teachers like to attend staff development activi-
ties ... This inconsistency does not necessarily contradict the find-
ings that Oklahoma teachers are strongly concerned with relevancy 
because of the nature of the statement. A plausible explanation is 
that the item is poorly constructed, since the statement is requiring 
respondents to 11 Speak for their peers.•• Revision or deletion of this 
item is necessary for further research efforts that include the in-
strumentation used in this study. 
Question Seven 
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11 What are current practices and teachers • attitudes regarding 
scheduling of staff development activities; attendance and involvement 
of staff? 11 The literature review focusing on scheduling of staff 
development activities indicated that short, concentrated workshops 
were considered to be more effective in terms of usefulness to parti-
cipants than the one-day workshops (Cronic, cited in Rubin, 1978; 
Zigarmi, Betz, and Jensen, 1977) (see Chapter II). The results of the 
study are somewhat inconsistent with the literature, that is, a ma-
jority of respondents felt that staff development training is more 
effective when the total school staff is simultaneously engaged in a 
given activity on the same day. However, the notion of total staff 
involvement may be contributing more to this result than the notion of 
a one-day workshop. Also, the finding that a majority of Oklahoma 
teachers prefer that most staff development activities be carried on 
outside the school building provides additional explanatory informa-
tion, since the most feasible time limit for all staff simultaneously 
engaged in staff development activities away from the school building 
would probably be not more than one day in length. 
The findings indicate a general consistency between respondents• 
attitudes and current practices regarding release time and required 
attendance for staff development activities. Both are considered by 
Oklahoma teachers to be positive components of staff development. 
Although the literature does not clearly define release time and 
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required attendance as components of staff development, both have been 
alluded to in particular studies and projects by the general model and 
implementation of several staff development programs in the United 
States (see 11 Approaches to Providing Staff Development Programs for 
Educators .. section in Chapter II). 
Because of the diversity of staff development programs across the 
country, there exists a wide range of alternatives concerning schedu-
ling of staff development activities. Observational studies that will 
explore scheduling options are needed to determine optimum types of 
schedules for staff development activities such that proposed prac-
tices and perceived attitudes are consistent. 
Question Eight 
11 What are current practices regarding staff development for ad-
ministrators?" The results of the study indicate that school adminis-
trators are actively participating in staff development activities in 
Oklahoma. An overwhelming majority of districts reported that admin-
istrators are involved in staff development activities with teachers 
and that some staff development programs in Oklahoma are planned 
specifically for administrators as well as teachers. These findings 
corroborate literature considerations which suggest collaborative 
efforts between teachers and administrators, using teachers and ad-
ministrators in teams, and asking teachers and administrators to 
define what is ••good" for the purpose of developing staff development 
programs that will benefit all school personnel (Johnston and Yeakey, 
1977; Fox and Griffin, 1974; Arends, Hersh, and Turner, 1978) (see 
Chapter II). 
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Implications of these findings for further research are twofold, 
that is, further examination and investigation into the interrelation-
ships or possible interdependence between teachers and administrators 
in planning and implementing staff development programs is implied by 
the findings. Too, further explanations into types of staff develop-
ment activities that will benefit administrators specifically are 
needed. 
Question Nine 
"What do teachers and chairpersons view as priority items with 
regard to staff development? 11 Both teachers and chairpersons in 
Oklahoma assessed the statement, "Teachers should be allowed to count 
staff development points for attending meetings sponsored by the State 
Department of Education, .. as the number one priority of staff develop-
ment programs. This strong consistency between teachers and chairper-
sons, as well as the strong emphasis both groups have placed on the 
statement, may be attributed to the fact that the State Department of 
Education is a governmental agency involved in implementing staff 
development as mandated by the State Legislature (by means of House 
Bill 1706). Therefore, teachers and chairpersons may desire some 
means (such as points) for accounting or representing their compliance 
to the governmental agency. This priority one statement is seemingly 
inconsistent with Ainsworth's (1976) findings that teachers are more 
concerned with quality in-service presentations than about the possi-
bility of pay or credit for their attendance (see Chapter II). How-
ever, a closer examination of the findings for Question Nine reveals 
that a majority of the items considered to be high priorities by 
Oklahoma teachers for staff development programs are concerned with 
11 quality 11 rather than 11 Credit. 11 
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Teachers and chairpersons in Oklahoma indicated these considera-
tions as essential factors in staff development programs: 
1. Credit for teachers in terms of points for attending State 
Department of Education meetings and for participating in graduate 
courses, as well as transferability of staff development points from 
one district to another. 
2. Involvement and appropriate or fair representation of 
teachers in the planning and decision making relative to the develop-
ment of purposes, activities, and methods of evaluation for staff 
development programs. 
3. Choice, individuality, and flexibility to enable teachers 
opportunities to select the kind of staff development activities that 
are appropriate for enriching each individual's professional growth 
and that will allow for the different interests which exist among 
individual teachers. 
4. Relevancy to enable teachers to cope more successfully in the 
classroom and with other professional tasks. 
These four factors are, in general, upheld by the literature. 
Involvement, Choice, and Relevancy are factors that have been substan-
tiated by previous research efforts (Jackson, 1971; Mangieri and 
McWilliams, 1976; Ingersoll, 1976; Fox and Griffin, 1974; Brimm and 
Tollett, 1974; Johnston and Yeakey, 1977; Ainsworth, 1976) (see Chap-
ter II). However, studies are not yet available that have assessed 
the notion of credit points and/or compensation for staff development 
efforts. 
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Thus, one implication of the findings concerning Question Nine is 
the need for further investigation of staff development programs 
statewise as well as nationwide to ascertain the existence and/or 
types of compensation efforts in current staff development practices. 
Other implications for further research are presented in the next 
section. 
Summary 
This chapter offers a final overview of the investigation and 
findings. A review of the study was presented in the first section. 
Implications of the findings and considerations for further research 
were discussed relative to each of the nine research questions. This 
summary will summarize the practical and educational implications of 
the findings by considering all nine research questions simultaneously. 
The nine research questions posited in the study can be summa-
rized according to two considerations: (1) consideration of state 
mandated staff development programs, and (2) consideration of what 
factors are essential ingredients for staff development programs. 
Thus, the findings and implications of the study relative to Question 
One, "What are the current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding 
State Department of Education Regulations for staff development?" 
provide information for the first consideration listed above. Due to 
the nature of the findings and implications relative to Question Nine, 
"What do teachers and chairpersons view as priority items with regard 
to staff development?" and based upon the factors that were generated 
to answer Question Nine as a result of the study, Question Nine will 
now emcompass Questions Two through Nine and will serve as the 
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discussion mechanism for the second consideration listed above. Prac-
tical and educational implications will be discussed relative to the 
two summary considerations outlined. 
Current practices and teachers• attitudes regarding State Depart-
ment of Education Regulations for staff development in Oklahoma were 
found to be highly consistent regarding credit (established staff 
development point requirement and transferability of staff development 
points), involvement (fair teacher representation), and choice and 
relevancy (use of needs assessments, specification of objectives, and 
meeting the interest and relevancy needs of teachers) as factors that 
are basic to a state-mandated staff development program. These find-
ings suggest the feasibility of establishing a workable staff develop-
ment program framework from a legislative mandate. The positive 
outcomes in terms of consistent attitudes and practices that were 
found in Oklahoma have positive implications for states that are 
investigating the state mandate notion. 
The four factors that were determined by Oklahoma teachers to be 
essential ingredients in staff development programs include credit, 
involvement, choice, and relevancy for teachers. (An interesting 
observation of these results is that these priority factors coincide 
with the staff development program components previously mandated by 
the state.) A summary of the findings of the study relative to these 
four factors will also summarize the resulting answers to Research 
Questions Two through Nine. 
Credit for teachers in terms of staff development points was 
considered to be the number one priority of teachers and chairpersons 
in Oklahoma (see Question Nine discussion in the previous section). 
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The findings of the study indicate general consistency between Okla-
homa teachers' attitudes and current practices concerning methods for 
obtaining credit or points for staff development (see Question One 
discussion in the previous section). However, inconsistencies pres-
ently exist in Oklahoma between current practices and teachers' atti-
tudes regarding monetary compensation for participation in staff 
development activities (see Question Two discussion in the previous 
section). Implications of these findings for school systems initia-
ting staff development programs include establishing some means of 
credit, acknowledgment, recognition, or commendations with or with-
out monetary compensation. 
Involvement and appropriate or fair representation in the plan-
ning and decision making for staff development activities was con-
sidered to be the next highest priority for staff development programs 
in Oklahoma (see Question Nine in previous section). Results of the 
study that were directed toward answering Research Questions Seven and 
Eight (see discussions in this chapter) summarize the current prac-
tices and expressed attitudes of Oklahoma teachers regarding involve-
ment. The findings indicate that the involvement of teachers and 
administrators in planning as well as participation in activities is a 
beneficial element for promoting successful staff development activi-
ties. The results of this study as well as the literature in this 
area emphasize the need for school districts to involve teachers and 
administrators in all aspects of staff development. 
Choice, individuality, and flexibility of staff development pro-
grams to enable participants the opportunity to select activities to 
meet their own needs and interests was also listed as a high priority 
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for staff development programs by Oklahoma teachers (see discussion of 
Question Nine in the previous section). Results of the study answer-
ing Research Question Four indicate that Oklahoma teachers do have 
choice and individualization in existing staff development programs in 
the state. Implications for further research in this area include 
exploring alternatives for increased flexibility in scheduling and 
providing options for teachers and adminstrators. 
Relevancy of staff development activities was also listed as an 
essential ingredient for staff development programs (see discussion of 
Question Nine in the previous section) in Oklahoma. Enabling teachers 
to cope more successfully in the classroom and to strengthen their 
professional competence was considered by Oklahoma teachers as well as 
the related literature to be a basic requirement for all staff devel-
opment programs (see discussion of Research Questions Four, Five, and 
Six in the previous section; also in Chapter II). 
Thus, Olivero•s (1979) suggestion that factors essential for 
staff development programs must include those elements that are con-
ducive to promoting the personal and professional growth of educators 
is supported by the results of this study. School systems concerned 
with establishing staff development programs should consider including 
these factors: credit, involvement, choice, and relevancy. Future 
research efforts to further examine these elements are needed to 
discover optimum factors for promoting highly successful staff devel-
opment programs. 
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OKLAHOMA PUBLIC SCHOOL RESEARCH COUNCIL 
AFFILIATED UNIVERSITIES OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
The Universtrv of Oklahoms Stillwt~ter. Oklahoma Gundtlrsen Hall, Roam 309 
Oklahoma State UniverSJt'; 74014 Phona 624·7244 
April 15, 1982 
Dear Superintendent: 
The state of Oklahoma does not have a data base of current practices and 
teachers' attitudes toward staff development programs. Since the implemen-
tation of House Bill 1706, a data base is needed in order to effectively 
re¥ise and improve statewide development efforts. 
A study is now being conducted to ascertain current practices and teacher 
attitudes toward staff development. All member districts of the Oklahoma 
Public School Research Council are asked to participate in the study. The 
results of this study will help provide criteria to be used by those desir-
ing to improve staff development efforts within the state. If you desire, 
results will be made available to you to assist in planning your own staff 
development program. 
Your approval to conduct this study in your district is requested. If you 
approve of the study, please forward the packet of materials to your staff 
development committee chairperson, We are asking that the chairperson dis-
tribute the questionnaire to a selected sampling of elementary and secon-
dary teachers. These teachers will be asked to complete Part I and II of 
the questionnaire. Each teacher may complete the questionnaire and return 
it by mail in the stamped, addressed envelope provided. The estimated time 
to complete the questionnaire is fifteen to thirty minutes, In addition to 
completion of Parts I and II, each chairperson is being asked to complete 
Part III of the questionnaire pertaining to current staff development 
practices within the district. 
All returns will be treated as confidential. Individual responses will not 
be identified. If you desire a copy of the study when completed, please 
return the attached card. My sincere thanks to you for consideration given 
to conducting this study. 
Sincerely 
l 
1-k:r'<-a 
'i 
;[oz._ .lk.Lk... 
Horace Don Hall 
Research Associate 
Oklahoma State University 
Kenneth St. Clair 
Professor of Educational 
Administration and Higher Education 
Oklahoma State University 
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~\~~~::~~ OKLAHOMA PUBLIC SCHOOL RESEARCH COUNCIL 
....... ~~~ ..... ~~~~IE;-~--------------------------------------------...,.. _;. H ...... -.... ~ "'.~~ !'... ?.1' }r:t-~ .._, AF'FILIAT€0 UNIV€RS/TI€S OKLAHOMA STAT€ UNIV€RS/TY OFFIC€ OF' THE EXECUTIVE S€CR€TARY //~,,,~ .. ,,,' The UniverStrv oi Oktanoma Stlilwater. Okfahoma Gundersen Hall, Room 309 
fJ ' ·' Oklahoma State Universtry 74014 Phone 624·7244 
April 15, 1982 
Dear Committee Chairperson: 
The state of Oklahoma does not have a data base of current practices and 
teachers' attitudes toward staff development programs. Since the implemen-
tation of House Bill 1706, a data base is needed in order to effectively 
revise and improve statewide staff development efforts. 
A study is now being conducted to ascertain current practices and teacher 
attitudes toward staff development. All member districts of the Oklahoma 
Public School Research Council are asked to participate in the study. The 
results of this study will help provide criteria to be used by those desir-
ing to improve staff development efforts within the state. If you desire, 
results will be made available to you. 
The superintendent has forwarded this packet of materials to you for help 
with the distribution. Please use the procedure outlined on a separate 
sheet to select the sample. Please distribute the questionnaire at both 
elementary and secondary level. Each teacher has been provided a separate 
stamped, addressed envelope for returning the questionnaire. Please see 
that questionnaires have been completed and returned. 
Each committee chairperson is asked to complete Parts I and II of the 
questionnaire, in addition to Part III, which pertains to current staff 
development practices within the district. Teachers will complete only 
Parts I and II. 
I realize 
the year. 
ducted to 
tion, and 
this requires time which is very important to you at this time of 
However, it is felt that a study of this type needs to be con-
help determine the direction of future staff development legisla-
perhaps to help revise existing regulations. 
All returns will be treated as confidential and individual responses will 
not be identified. My sincere thanks to you for your help in conducting 
this study. 
Sincerely, 
'/!/ ,il_ ii-J,J ~~ fY:7.1 ttzt:;.;::.... 
Horace Don Hall 
Research Associate 
Oklahoma State University 
~~~.eL 
Kenneth St. Clair 
Professor of Educational 
Administration and Higher Education 
Oklahoma State University 
Dear Teacher: 
710 West Vandever Blvd. 
Broken Arrow, Oklahoma 
April 15, 1982 
The attached questionnaire concerned with staff development practices 
conducted in your school district is part of a statewide study. This 
project is concerned specifically with determining teachers' attitudes 
toward staff development practices in our state. You have been selected 
by your staff development chairperson to participate in this study, and 
your responses are very important to the completion of the study. The 
results of this study will help provide criteria to be used by those de-
siring to improve staff development activities within the state. 
We are interested in obtaining your responses because your district's 
staff development practices and your attitude toward them will contribute 
to our understanding of the status of staff development in this area. In 
reporting the results of the study, the names of the participating teach-
ers will not be used. All answers will be kept confidential. The time 
required for you to complete the questionnaire should be fifteen to 
thirty minutes. 
Please complete the questionnaire as soon as possible and return it in 
the enclosed stamped, addressed envelope. Other phases of this research 
cannot be carried out until we complete analysis of the questionna~e 
data. We will welcome any comments that you may have concerning any 
aspect of staff development practices not covered in the questionnaire. 
My sincere thanks to you for your help in conducting this study. 
Sincerely, 
Horace Don Hall 
Research Associate 
Oklahoma State University 
Kenneth St. Clair 
Professor of Educational 
Administrative and Higher Education 
Oklahoma State University 
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Sampling Procedure to beUsed by Staff Development 
Chairperson in Distributing Questionnaires 
Directions: When selection of schools and teachers is completed please 
distribute questionnaires to teachers with instructions to complete the 
questionnaire and return it in the stamped, addressed envelope provided. 
Distribution: 
1 questionnaire - Staff Development Chairperson 
2 questionnaires - Elementary Teachers 
2 questionnaires - Secondary Teachers 
Method of Selection of Schools 
If there is more than one elementary school in your district, select the 
~school name from an alphabetized list of schools. 
If there is more than one secondary school (Middle School or Junior High 
School and Senior High School) in your district, select the second school 
name from an alphabetized list of schools. ------
Method of Selection of Teachers 
From an alphabetized list of all full-time classroom teachers in the 
elementary school which was selected for the study, choose the fourth and 
eighth name of teachers to complete the questionnaire. 
From an alphabetized list of all full-time classroom teachers in the 
secondary school which was selected for the study, choose the fourth and 
eighth name of teachers to complete the questionnaire. 
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710 W. Vandever Blvd. 
Broken Arrow, Oklahoma 74012 
Dear Superintendent: 
Recently you received a very important packet of materials 
approved for distribution by the Oklahoma Public School Research 
Council. The packet contained questionnaires regarding "Current 
Practices and Teacher Attitudes Toward Staff Development". If 
you approved of the study the packet was to be given to the staff 
development committee chairperson for distribution. I recognize 
this is a busy time of year. However, the data bank to be estab-
lished as a result of this study will be important to those 
planning future staff development activities. 
I would appreciate any help you can give in passing along the pack-
et of materials and asking th.e staff development chairperson to 
complete the distribution. I hope to receive responses from your 
district soon so they can be included as part of the study. 
Sincerely '/I ';%4,,4-~~ 
Horace Don Hall 
O.S.U. Research Associate 
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PART1 
A STUDY OF CURRENT PRACTICES AND TEACHERS" ATTITUDES 
REGARDING STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 
AS MANDATED BY HOUSE BILL 1706 
FOR THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 
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DIRECTIONS: Pl1111 emer one check mark for •ch numbered infonnmion statement. Wh1n you heve finillhtd all of the ltete· 
ments on this quastionnaire, plute return the forms in the encto.C stamped, addressed envelope to Don Hill, 710 West Vandever 
Blvd., Broken Arrow, Oklohoma 74012. ALL REPLIES WILL BE TREATED AS CONFIDENTIAL. 
1. Male ___ Fomalo __ _ 
2. Ago 21-25 __ 26-45 __ 46-60 61 plus __ 
3. Highost dogreo hold: Bachelor's __ Master•s __ Ed. Spec. __ Doctorlltl __ 
4. Year lilt degree was obtllined 
5. - g.-.dolovol lsi taught 
Ellmentlry ___ Junior High or Middle School Sonior High ___ Adm. _ 
6. Year (s) of tucbing or .dmtnisrmive work at pr .. nt level. (including current year) 
0-5 -- 6-10 -- 11-15 -- 16-20 -- Morothon 20 
7. Vur (s) of tnching or administrative experience lnot Q)Unting this v•r, 
0-6· -- 6-10 -- 11-15 -- 16-20 -- More then 20 
8. Yur (s) of teaching or edminil'trlltor at pre•nt school. (including current v•rJ 
0-6 -- 6-10 __ 11-15 -- 16-20 -- Moro thon 20 __ 
9. School enrollment lochool building in which you work I 
0-400 -- 400-600 -- 600-800 -- Abovo800 __ 
10. Your cia• size ___ or everage cl•• size __ _ 
11. Number of staff development points you will hoe earned within 'this school ynr 
0-15__ 15-30 __ 30-45 __ Abovw 45 __ 
12. Does your school district plrticip,ne in 1 multi-school district st1ff developmmt cooperative? Y••-- No __ 
13. AN you • m•mber of your local staff development committw: Yn __ No __ 
tf yes. ere you: ChairperKtn ___ Mlmber 
14. H1ve you preMntad 1 mff development progr•m for other educators this year? Yu __ No __ 
15. If you desire to hoe 1 copy of the results of thilstudy, piH• inClude your n•mt and addreu below. 
107 
PART II 
DIRECTIONS: Please respond to each of the statements by circling one of the four responses that best describes your attitude 
toward that specific item. This circling of the response wiU indicate whether vou \SA) strongly agree, tAl agroo, 10) disagree, or 
lSDI strongly disagree with that particular statement. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree A gr .. Disagree Disagree 
1. Orientation activities for the classroom ttacher n.w to our system are adequate. SA A D SD 
2. Most staff development programs •em wsll planned. SA A D so 
3. Teachers should be allowed to count stiff development points for attending 
meetings soonsored by the State Oepanment of Education where points are 
offered. SA A 0 so 
4. StaH developmem training seems to be more effective when the total school 
staff is simultaneously engaged in a given activity on the Siime day. SA A 0 so 
5. An allowance should be made for staff development points to apply toward 
adviincament on the •••rv schedule. SA A D so 
6. Most staff development prognma a riM from a study of the needs and problema 
of t .. chers. SA A 0 so 
7. Most te11cf1ers Hke to attend staff development activities. SA A 0 so 
8. There is adequate evalu11tion to determine the effectS of staff development 
acrivities. SA A 0 so 
9. Staff development should relate dirtctlv to problems encountered in the 
classroom activities. SA A D so 
10. Most staff development program a ere virtually u~eless. SA A 0 so 
11. Most staff development activities should be carried on within the school 
buildinQ in which the te•cher wortr:s. SA A 0 so 
12. Attendance It some system-widastaH development activitiH should be 
required of all te•dl•s. SA A D so 
13. Menv staH development activities do not eppur relevant to any felt needs 
of the teecher. SA A D so 
14. A tucher should receive a stil)end for completing local staff development 
points as required each year. SA A D so 
15. Th•• is a need for more small group activities at staff development meettngs. SA A 0 so 
16. A te11cher should receive staff di!Yelopment points for panicipation in a 
graduate course at a university. SA A 0 so 
17. Teachers need to be involved in the devefoping of pttrpo~es, iilctivities. and 
ml'l:hods of evaluation far staff development programs. SA A 0 so 
18. One of the most imponant ways to judge the effactiveniSI of 11 st:11ff development 
program is whether the tucher u•s the results of the trainint in his clamvom. SA A 0 so 
19. A tucher who pn•nts a staff developmMt program to othw staff mambeq 
!houkf bi1Jiid • stipend. SA A 0 SO 
20. Staff development programs should include acdvitiu which atlow for the 
different interests which exist among individUIIl teachers. SA A D so 
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Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
21. The requirement that all certified and licensed teachers and administrators 
accrue at te.st seventh·five (75) staff development points within a five'"'(ear 
period with at least some points completed eacn year is a fair and equitable 
requirement. SA A 0 so 
22. The primary purpose of staff development is to upgrade the teacher's 
classroom performance. SA A 0 so 
23. Staff development programs should include special orientation activities 
for the classroom teacher new to our system. SA A 0 so 
24. The local staff development committee. as mandated by HouStJ Bill No. 1706, 
gives teachers fair repr.s.ntation within its designated memoership. SA A 0 so 
25. A teacher should receive staff development points for re!ll!tarch approved by 
the staff development committee. SA A 0 so 
26. The real test of a staff development program is wheth.,. or not it helps the 
teach• cope more succ.ssfully with his professiOnal tasks. SA A 0 so 
27. Teachers should receive some reltall!!ld time for staff development activities. SA A 0 so 
28. One of the most motiv.ating staff development activities is one which offers an 
opportunity to become acquainted with new teaching practices of innovative 
programs. SA A 0 so 
29. The teacher should have the opponunity to select the kind of staff development 
activities which he/she feels will strengthen his/her professional competence. SA A 0 so 
30. Staff develol)ment requirements by loc•l boards of education for the individual 
teacher should be stringently enforced as provtded for in Hou• Bill No. 1706. SA A 0 so 
31. A teacher should receive staff development points for professional writing 
approved by the staff development committee. SA A 0 so 
32. The objectives of staff development programs in my system are specific. SA A 0 so 
33. Staff development points should be transferrable from one district to anoth• 
when a teacher moves. SA A 0 so 
34. A teacher should receive staff development l)oints for professional reading. SA A 0 so 
35. The local board of education should be responsible for the organization and 
implementation of the local staff development program. SA A 0 so 
36. A teacher should receive staff development points for approved educational 
travel. SA A 0 so 
37. A needs .usessment update should be conducted each year to dl'termin• 
interests of teachers in ptanning staff develoe~m•nt activities. SA A 0 so 
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PART Ill 
DIRECTIONS: For each of the following statements please circle YES or NO as it applies to current pr1ctices within the school 
district where you are employed. 
1. A teacher has th• opportunity to select the kind of staff development activtties which he or she feels will 
strengthen her/her protesionat competence. 
2. AttendanCil at some svstem-wida statf development activities has been required of all teachers. 
3. Staff development progr1ms offered in my district have included activities which allow for the different 
interesu which exists among individu•l teachers. 
4. Teachers have received some releasad t1me for lttending staff dewelopment programs. 
5. Staff development programs have included special orientation activities for the classroom teacher new 
to our svstem; 
6. Steff development points are allowed to count toward advancement on our Slllary schedule. 
7. r .. ctters who anend a local staff development work!ihop complete an evaluation form at the end of 
the workshop. 
8. Teachers in our district receive 1 stipend for completing local staff development points as required 
eachyur. 
9. Teachers in our district have been involved in the dev$lopment of purpotn. activities. and methods of 
evaluation for staff development programs. 
10. A teecher in our district is paid a stipend for presenting a staff development program to other staff 
memben. 
11. A needs assessment was conduac:ed to determine felt needs of teachers for staff development planning 
purpo•s. 
12. Staff development protramaere plannMf specifically for administnton 11 well •• tuchen in our district. 
13. Our district h11 u.ci professional staff development consultents {penona from nationally recogniHd 
stiff development consulting firms) to conduct workshops this yur. 
14. Teechen repr .. nt a majority of memb~~n of our stiH development committN. 
15. Adminittraton hne attended staff development activities along with teachers in our district. 
16. Teachers in our district hne received staff developmllnt points for attending local or state teacher 
org11nization meetings. 
17. Teachers in our district have received staff development points for attending staff development 
activities scheduled during the regular taacher workday. 
18. Teachers in our district have received staff development pornts for educational travet approved by 
the staff development committee. 
19. Teachers in our district have received staff deY";"~Iopment ~oints for professional reading approved by 
the stiff development committee. 
20. Teadiers In our district have received staff development points for published wrfting 1pproved by the 
staff diVelopment committee. 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
YES NO 
APPENDIX C 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
Nll~lllER AND PERCENTAGE 0 l STR IIHJT LON llF HICSI'ONSES 
TO QlmSTIONNAIHE ITEMS PERTAINlNC: TO TEACHERS' 
ATTITUDES TOWARD STAFF DEVEJ.OPNENT 
QUES'flONNAmE ITEMS 
Orientation activities for the classroom teacher new to our 
system are ad~quate. 
Most staff development progra1ns seem well planned. 
Teachers should be allow0J to count staff development points for 
attending meetings sponsored by the State Department of Education 
where points are offered. 
Staff development training seems to be more effective when the 
total school staff is simultaneously engaged in a given activity 
on the same day. 
An allowance should be made for staff development points to apply 
towacd advancement on the salat·y schedule. 
Most staff development pcogt·ams arise from a study of the needs 
and pcoblems of teachers. 
Most teachers like to attend staff development activities. 
There is adequate evaluation to determine the effects of staff 
development activities. 
;TnONGLY 
ACREE 
:;nwrua.Y 1 No 
A<aUm I Ill SA!;HEE li!l1iAllHEE (ESI'ON:;F 
II :Y. II :Y. 
~~ 15 5.8,155 60.1 
~- 5 6.9 45 62.5 
TC 20 6.11200 60.6 
T 56 21. 7jt 71, 67.4 
II :Y. II % 
7027.1,14 5.4 
16 22.2 5 6.9 
--·-
II % 
4 1 ,(, 
I I. i, 
86 26. l I l ~ 5. 8 I 5 I . ·, 
24 9.31_2~1~ 
~,21 29.2145 62.51-~1 () 0.0 , _ _[l_Jl,J) 
TC 77 23.1 219 66.4 30 9.1 2 0.6 2 O.h 
!._~69 65.5,83 32.2,~~,_Q__.Q.,_Q_,___l__~_!l 
C 44 6J.J 25 )L,,7 3 4.2 0 0.0 () 0.11 
TC ?13 64.5 108 32.7 7 2.1 0 0.0 2 O.h 
_I_ 
~-
55 21. 31121 4 7. 71 7J 28. 3 1-Z-____.2. 7 . ,_0_J.hll 
20 27.8 34 4 7. 2 _!6 22.2 _1 _!_,!!_ _t _ _L_!, 
TC 75 22.71157 47.6 8'J 27.0 H 2 .I, l 0. I 
68 26.41..!2..~ 5 1. ') 
--~-··-I 
c 
62 24.0.,104 40.3 
18 25.0 17 2l.(j 2 J J t • 9 I J.Uhl .. l ___L__L.i\ 
ICJ 80 24. 2 II 21 3fl. 7 91 27.6 I 31 <J. 4 I 7 2. I 
!_149 19.0 1~69 65.5 
f._ 25 34.7 4lo 61.1 
35 13.61._4_1Ji_,. l 0.!, 
1 1.4 __Q__Q.O 2 2.8 
37 11 . 2 TC 74 22.4 2t:l 6lt.5 
T 4 l. 6 1109 4 2. 2 120 46.5 
---
1.81146 t,4.2lll•7 41•.5 
1.--LJ 2 2.8, 37 51.4 
TC 6 
27 37.5 
5 1.5 
21 8.1 
~.:1.. 
27 8.2 
f-L.-Ill 4. 3J~_i~l11t t,].o 1~2. 
P--110 lJ.9143 59.7117 23.61 2 2.8 
n: 21 6.4 167 50.6 t28 38.8 u, 4.2 
T - Teacher: 
C - Chairperson 
TC- Combined-Teacher and Chaiq>crson 
1 n. \ 
4 1 .h 
Q___Q_,il 
L, l. ;> 
0 0.11 
__Q_____Q_,Q 
() 0.11 
....... 
~j'!'IWNC;LY :;nwwa.v 
QUEST ION NAIR(,; !TENS AGIU\E A mom IJISIICHEE D!SAGHER 
II i. II i. II I. II i. 
9. Staff development should rel.ate directly to problems encountered T 64 24.8 138 53.5 48 18.6 6 2.3 -----~·-
----
in the classroom activiti~s. 
,.£_ 
.__ll_ll...2 _11__1L.5 _lQ_27 .8 _ _1_2_.§. 
TC 87 26.4 165 5Cl.O 68 20.6 8 2.4 
10. Most staff development programs are virtually useless. T 9 3.5 34 13.2 llL22..:.1 58 22.5 
c 0 0.0 2 2.8 36 50.0 34 4 7. 2 
TC 9 2 7 ]() 10.9 190 57.6 92 27.9 
11. Host staff development activities should be carried on within e-!-- 13 5.0 !Oio 40. J 129 50.0 10 3.9 
the school building in which the teacher works. ·----~ 1 1.4 21 29.2 40 55.6 8 11.1 ·---- -------
TC 14 4.2 125 37.9 169 51.2 18 5.5 
12. Att.endance at some system-wide staff development activities ~. 43 16. 7 1)3 51.6 72 27.9 9 3.5 
should Le required of all teachers. ----~- 18 25.0 36 50.0 17 23.6 _l _ _l~ -~----
TC 61 18.5 169 51.2 89 27.0 10 J.O 
IJ. Many staff development activities do not appear relevant to any T 20 7.8 79 30.6 139 53.9 19 7.4 
felt needs of the teacher. c 1 1.4 13 18. I _l!2_ 68.1 _2_12.5 
·rr. 21 6.4 92 27.9 188 57.0 28 8.5 
14. A teacher should receive a stipend for completing local staff T 53 20.5 100 38.8 86 33.3 15 5.8 
development points as required each year. 
..£__ 11 15.3 20 27.1:1 28 31:1.9 13 18.1 
-----
TC 64 19.4 120 36.1o 114 34. 5 21:1 !!.5 
T 22 8.5 125 48.1t 104 40.3 4 1..6 
15. There is a need for more small group activities at staff ·---- ----· 
development meetings. c._f_ 5 6.9 38 52.8 _11!__ 38. 9 0 0.0 
TC 27 8.2 163 49.4 132 40.0 4 1.2 
16. A teacher should receive sta[f development points for partici- L 176 68.2 _]_3 28.3 3 I. 2 6 2.3 ----
pation in a graduate course at a university. L 41 56.9 29 40.3 0 o.o I 1.4 
----- -----
- -- -----------
-~ ---~--- -- - rc 2!L62.8 102 30.9 3 0.9 7 2. I 
T - Teacher 
C - Chairperson 
TC- Combined-Teacher and Chairperson 
NO I 
IES!'ONSE ' 
II % 
2 O.l:l 
-----
~i! 
2 O.h 
_3 __ 1:..~: 
0 0.11' 
----
3 0.9 
2 O.B 
---· 
2 2.!! 
-
4 1.2 
I O.lo 
----· 
0 0.!1 
---M~ ... 
I 0. l 
I 0 ,I, 
0 0.(1 
----
I 0. l 
__ lo_J_._(> 
0 0.() 
-----
4 1.2 
3 I. 2 
----
_I_L!• 
,, I ? 
() (),(! 
----
I J.l, 
----
I O.J 
__, 
__, 
N 
rntoNGI.Y ~;TR<JNc;r. Y 
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS AGREE AGHim lllSAGREE liSAGREE 
(J % (J % II % (J % 
17. Teachers need to be involved in the developing of purposes, T' 127 49.2 121 46.9 _.l.__l.J_ 2 0.8 
activities, and methods of evaluation for staff development 1--' c 41 56.9 31 43.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 programs. 
TC IIF.A 50.9 1'>2 M, I 7 2 I 2 0.1\ 
18. One of the most important t•ays to judge the effectiveness of a rL 90 34.9 139 53.9 25 9.7 3 l. 2 staff development program is whether the teacher uses the ---c 22 30.6 44 61.1 6 8.3 0 0.0 
results of the training in his classroom. ----
TC 112 33.9 183 55.5 31 9 .t, 3 0.9 
19. A teacher who presents a staff development program to other 
...!__ 
...l.'LJlL.ll l.l.!Lli..l. __'i.5._2W_ £I 1. 6 _ staff members should be paid a stipend. 
c 23 31 .9 28 38.9 17 23.6 ~~ 
TC 102 30.9 llt6 44 2 72 21.8 6 1.8 
20. Staff development programs should include activities which 
_T 118 45.7 134 51.9 4 1.6 1 0.4 
allow for the different i.nterests which exist among individual 
c 37 51.4 35 48.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 teachers. 
TC 155 47.0 169 51.2 4 1.2 I 0.3 
21. The requirement that all certified and Hcensed teachers and T ZS 29 I 1£18 sz £1 2£1 9 3 9 'I 5 administrators accrue at least seventy-five {75) staff develop- c 28 38.9 38 52.8 4 5.6 2 2.8 ment points within in a five-year period with at least some 
ooints comoleted each year ls a falr and equitable requirement. Tr. 103 31.2 186 56.4 28 8.5 II .1. 3 
22. The primary purpose of staff development is to upgrade the T 70 27.1 149 57.8 25 9.7 11 4.3 
----teacher's classroom performance. 
_£_ 32 44.4 36 50.0 0 0.0 3 4.2 
TC 102 30.9 185 56.1 25 7.6 14 4.2 
23. Staff development programs should include special orientation T 80 31.0 134 5 I .9 35 13.6 2 0.8 
activities for the classroom teacher new to our system. 
r-f-. 19 26.4 43 59.7 8 11.1 0 0.0 
TC 99 30.0 177 53.6 lt) 13.0 2 ·o.6 
24. The local staff development committee, as mandated by \louse T 42 l2.Q 172 66.7 24 9,3 6 2.3 
8111 No. 1706, gives teachers fair representation withln its 
,J;_ 27 37.5 42 58_,_} __ L_l.Ji _:_L_U designated membership. 
TC 71\ :no IUL (Jl .B 26 7.9 7 2 1 
T - Teacher 
C - Chairperson 
TC- Combined-Teacher and Chairperson 
NO 
!ESI'ONSE 
II % 
1 0.4 
0 0.0 
I 0. 3 
1 O.l• 
0 0.0 
I 0 .. l 
__L_O.ll 
2 2.!! 
l 1.2 
I O.t, 
0 0.0 
----
1 0. -~ 
~ll 
() 0.0 
2 O.ll 
3 1.2 
I l.l. 
4 1.2 
7 2.7 
2 2.H 
9 2. 7 
_7 __ 2,1_ 
__Q___Q_:.!_! 
7 2. I 
..... 
..... 
w 
iTIWNGLY :;nww;r.v fj() 
QUESTIONNAIRE !TENS ACREE ACHEE ll I SIIC:HEE lll~I).CHEE <ESI'ON:;E 
IJ 7. II :r. II r. II :r. II % 
25. A teacher should receive staff development points for Research T 66 25 6 168 65.1 19 7.4 3 1.2 2 o.a 
----
approved by the staff develo(lment committee. ~- 21 29.2 42 58.3 8 II. I 1 1.4 0 O.ll 
----
---
TC 87 26.4 210 63.6 27 8.2 4 1.2 2 0,(, 
26. The real test of a staff development program is whether or not T 95 36.8 150 58 .I 7 2.7 2 0.8 4 I .r, 
----it helps the teacher cope more successfully with his profes- c 27 37.5 42 58.3 2 2.8 I 1.4 0 O.ll 
sional tasks. ----·-- -----
TC 122 37.0 192 58.2 9 2.7 3 0.9 4 1.:• 
27. Teachers should receive some released time for staff develop- ~ 105 40.7 121 46.9 2ft 9. 3 5 l. 9 3 I. 2 
ment activities. ----- --·-- -----(-L. 22 10.6 ~§._,_2 _ _§_ _ _!.!._,_.!.. 0 0.0 1 l . !t 
TC 127 38.5 162 49.1 32 9.7 5 1.5 4 1.2 
28. One of the most motivating staff development activities is one 
....T.._ 97 37.6 142 55.0 15 5.8 l 0. 4 3 1.2 
----
---- ---·-- -----which offers an opportunity to become acquainted with new c 20 27.8 47 65.3 5 6.9 0 0.0 0 (l.ll teaching practices of innovative programs. 1--- ---·- ----- ----- ----
~ Ill 35.5 189 57.3 20 6 .I I 0.1 3 O.'J 
29. The teacher should have the opportunity to select the kind of T 143 55.4 108 41.9 4 I. 6 0 0.0 3 l ., 
·---- -----
staff development activities which he/she will strengthen c 26 36. l 45 62.5 1 1.4 0 0.0 0 O.ll 
his/her professional competence. ---- -----
Tr. 169 51.2 153 46.4 5 1.5 0 0.0 J O.'J 
30. Staff development requirements by local boards of education for T 54 20.9 149 57.8 36 14.0 8 3. I 1 l 4. l 
---·-the individual teacher sl~uld be stringently enforced as 
c ,20 27.8 :J6 50.0 10 1:3.9 3 4.2 3 t, . ~~ provided for in House Bill No. 1706. 
----
-----
TC 74 22.4 185 56.1 46 13.9 11 3.3 14 t,. 2 
31. A teacher should receive staff development points fo"r profes- T 61 23.6 !2Q_.2.!LJ 42 16.3 3 1.2 2 O.H 
---sional writing approved by the staff development committee. 
_f_ 18 25.0 38 52.8 I 4 19.4 2 2.8 0 0.0 
---- ---- ----
TC 79 23.9 188 57.0 56 17.0 5 1.5 2 (). (, 
32. The objectives of staff development programs in my system are T 33 12.8 169 65.5 ~,1 1 0.4 3 l. 2 
specific. 
__!;_ 22 30.6 4 3 59. 7 7 9.7 () 0.0 0 0.0 
---- ---- ----
TC 55 16.7 212 64.2 59 I 7. 9 I 0.3 3 0.9 
T - Teacher 
C - Chairperson ....... 
TC- Combined-Teacher and Chairperson +:> 
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 
33. Staff development points should be transferrable from one 
district to another when a teacher moves. 
31,, A teacl1er should reveive staff development points for 
professional reading. 
35. The local board of education should be responsible for the 
organization and implementation of the local staff development 
program. 
36. A teacher should reveive staff development points for approved 
educational travel. 
37. A needs assessment updale should be conducted each year to 
determine interests of teachers in planning staff development 
activities. 
--- ----------~ 
j'('HONGLY :;nww;r.v NO 
ACREE A<:I(EI\ Ill SACHEE ll SACHEE (ESI'OilSE 
II ?. II ?. II I. II i. II I. 
T 1.5.Lfill..J._ 2a ·~a.o _____l__L__Z - () 0.0 ___1__j_l_,J~ 
___£_ 43 59.7 27 37.5 1 1.4 1 1.4 () 0.0 
----
TC 198 60.0 125 37.9 4 1.2 1 0.3 2 0." 
T 25 9.7 60 23.3 148 57.1, 21 8.1 4 l.jl 
----- -----
c 5 6.9 15 20.8 42 58.3 7 9.7 3 ! ., ! ••. 
----
TC 30 9.1 75 22.7 190 57.6 28 8.5 7 2. I 
__!_ 22 8.5 86 33.3 99 38.4 42 1~ 9 3. 'i 
------
s__ 11 15.3 21 29.2 26 36. I 12 16. 7 2 2.H 
--- ---·-
TC 33 10.0 107 32.1, 125 37.9 54 16.4 11 3. l 
_I_ 54 20.9 149 57.8 43 16.7 lJ 3.5 3 I . -' I 
---- -----
__£_ 12 16.7 41 56.9 15 20.8 2 2.8 2 2.11 
----- -----··· 
TC 66 20.0 190 57.6 58 17.6 11 3. 3 5 I.·, 
_I_ 110 42.6 131 50.8 12 4.7 2 0.8 3 I.·' 
----
--------
..£_ 20 27.8 41 56.9 9 12.5 1 1.4 I I.,!, 
---- ----
Tr. 130 39.4 172 52.1 21 6.4 ] 0.9 4 l. ~· 
T 
c 
---- ---- ·------
TC 
T 
---- ----
c 
----
! 
TC 
_L 
====i L TC 
-----------
T - Teacher 
C - Chairperson 
TC- Combined-Teacher and Cl•airperson 
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Nut1BER ANU PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 0~' CHAIRPERSONS' 
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS PERTAINING TO 
CURRENT PRACTICES OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
RELATING TO STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 
1. A teacher has the orportunit~ to select the kind of staff development activities which 
~1£! or she feels wi!_~!_reng!. en his/her professional competence. 
2. Attendance at some system-wide staff development activities has been required of all 
____ t~cher~-· _______ 
3. Staff development programs offered in my district have included activities \ohich allm• 
___ f~ the~fcre!!_.!:__!_!!le!:e»fs \oloich exlsts among individual teachers. 
4. Teachers have received some released time for attend:i,ng staff development programs. 
5. Staff development programs have included special orientation activities for the 
___ classroom teacher new to our ::;ystem. 
6. Staff development points are allowed to count toward advanc~ment on our salary 
schedule. 
7. Teachers who attend a local staff development workshop complete an evaluation form 
at tlL~-~!!!LQL.tlJ!L!>!!li.ktiiJ.DI.h 
8. Teachers in our district receive a stipend for completing local staff development 
YES 
II % 
67 93.1 
52 72.2 
64 88.9 
61 84.7 
21 20.2 
4 5.6 
62 86.1 
___ poiut::L.aJLJ:cqulJ:.cLI_c;.u:lL)!CaL 
-----
_2 _ ___1~ 
9. Teacl1ers in our district have been involved in the development of purposes, activities, 
r--an!L.wctbodfi._QLc.valuatiOJL!or......stafLde.llelopmenL)U:.QgJ:.ams _ 67 93.1 
10. A teacher in our district is paid a stipend for presenting a staff development program 
_ __tJLo.lh!!L:>.ta[Llllewbcr:s~ l.IL_25..0 
II. A ueeds assessmeut was conducted to determine felt needs of teachers for staff 
---~e) Of!ill£!!L~ 1 U!!!.!!!.!g_~!!.!:e!!!:!_gs. .. 69 95.8 
12. Staff development programs are planned specifically for administrators as well as 
teachers in our district. _ li__2L.] 
13. Our district has used professional staff development consultants (persons from nation-
ally recoill:!J_zcd staff develoi!!!!£nt consulting firm:U_to conduct \Wrkshops this year. 4i 2(Wl 
14. Teachers represent a majority of members of our staff development committee. 71 \!8,6 
15. Administrators have attended staff development activities along with teachers in 
our district. 62 25.1! 
16. Teachers in our district have received staff development points for attending local 
or state teacher·_.':l_!'.Sanization meetings. 65 90.3 
NO 
II % 
4 5.6 
20 27.8 
7 9.7 
9 12.5 
51 70.8 
68 94.4 
9 12.5 
----· 
_l!l...2l~1 
4 5.6 
. .SL1J.2 
2 2.8 
.1~~ 
.J!Lll..Z. 
g Q.(! 
_2__Lll 
6 8 1 
-
NO 
RESPON:i F' 
II % 
·---· 
I I. ,, 
0 0. () 
1 I. 4 
2 2. !! 
0 0. () 
0 0. 
I I. t, 
--·· 
() 0. 
r-!--L !! 
_j ___ t . 
. __ ) __ !, 
_O _ _!L 
_l. __ L !J 
__Q_ _ _Q, 
.!1 
_L__l.. !I 
J_ __ l. {t 
__. 
__. 
0) 
------- ---· 
-
--~---- ------ --·------
NO 
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEHS YES NO RESE~1:!!!t 
II r. II r. II r. 
-----
I 7. Teachers in our d strict have received staff development ptdnts for attending staff 
____ d_evelo~ent ~~:_!:_~~ !:.!~~~~~"duled during the regular teacher 1wrkday. 59 81.9 13 18. I 0 o.u 
----18. Teachers in our d strict have received staff development points for educational travel 
---~EI'rov~~L.!_he s~~~!:._i~ve~£Pl11Cnt committee. li__li:_I 47 65 .. 0 0.~) 
19. Teachers in our district have received staff development points for professionnl 
____ read!!l~£~ved by the staff develoement committee. 5 7.0 ~21,~ 1 1 _!, 
20. Teachers in o11r district have received staff development points for published writing ---- ·------
-~proved by the staff deveJoement committee. 16 22.9 54 71. I 
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